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My feeling is that reclassification
could very well be considered at the be=
ginning of the next session of Congress,
when there will be ample time to provide
a real reclassification system. I may say
that during all the time I have been in
Congress I have urged a classification of
postal employees.

For many years when a person went
into the postal service he entered at a
pay level of $1,700. He received four
$100 raises during the next 4 years, which
brought him to $2,100. There he levelled
off for all time.

I remember the first time I appeared
before a congressional committee in the
House and urged a change in the plan.

Gradually we have worked away from
it to a certain degree, but even yet we
have what I consider a rather antiquated
system. A postal employee now enters
the service at a level of some $3,200. He
receives an increase of $100 a year for
eight years, eventually reaching $4,070,
and there levels off for all time.

In most of the Federal Departments
after a person is appointed he receives
promotions as his length of service and
his merits may deserve, so that ordi-
narily a person entering Government
service may have the hope of going on
up the ladder until he reaches grade 12,
grade 13, or possibly grade 14, or even
a higher grade. But not so with the pos-
tal employee, who can only hope to
reach a ceiling of $4,070, which is per-
haps grade 5.

I certainly think that situation should
be changed. However, I do not believe
we should hang at this time upon a re-
classification bill the proposal to give
postal employees a pay raise in keeping
with the increase in the cost of living.

Postal employees must depend upon
Congress for any pay increase. Un-
fortunately, when a pay increase is pre=
sented to the Congress, it is not always
considered solely on its merits, but is fre-
quently involved in the questions of
Federal expenditures and the presence
or absence of a postal deficit. These are
policy matters and I do not believe they
should have a determining position in a
discussion of an adequate wage for pos-
tal employees.

I urge my colleagues who are on the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
in the Senate o take up this matter for
consideration as early as possible. A
large percentage of postal employees are
compelled to seek extra employment.
Their present salaries are not sufficient
to give them the standard of living they
should have, and I hope that this matter
can be considered shortly in this ses-
sion.

REDUCTION OF EXCISE TAXES—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr., President, I
submit amendments intended to be pro=-
posed by me to the bill (H. R. 8224) to
reduce excise taxes, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and print-
ed, and referred to the Committee on
Finance,

AUTHENTICATED
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INFORMATION
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Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President,
since we passed legislation granting re-
lief to motion picture exhibitors, which
measure, by the way, was vetoed by the
President, I have been advised that an
additional 2,000 small theaters have
closed their doors. I have been informed
that we can expect an additional 3,000
small theaters to close within the next
6 to 8 months.

The amendment which I have sent to
the desk today makes provision for some
tax relief which I think is absolutely
necessary if we are going to save that
segment of small business. As a mem-=-
ber of the Small Business Committee and
of a subcommittee of that committee I
had the opportunity of participating in
a number of hearings in various places in
the country, and it was rather pathetic
to see the difference between remain-
ing in business and going under. I think
the amendment which I have sent to the
desk, if it is enacted into law, will afford
a degree of relief which will be conducive
to permitting many small theaters to re-
main in business.

Mr, SPAREMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr SCHOEPPEL, I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN., Mr. President, I
desire fo commend the Senator from
Kansas for bringing this amendment
forward at this time. I am glad he men-
tioned something with which many of
us have been impressed, namely, the
threat to small moving picture theaters
throughout the country if some relief is
not provided for them.

The distinguished Senator from Kan-
sas will recall that while I had the honor
of serving as chairman of the Small
Business Committee, he was an able and
active member of the subcommittee, and
I believe he continued the work last year
while legislation was pending. I sup-
pose no one is better prepared to speak
on the facts in the case than is the Sen-
ator from EKansas. I am sure he will
recall that all through the counfry we
found small moving picture theaters ab-
solutely threatened with bankruptey un-
less some relief could be provided.

In my own State, Mr. President, since
April 1, 1953, 17 moving picture houses
have had to close their doors. I imagine
that number can be multiplied many
times throughout the country. Literal-
ly hundreds of others are barely hang-
ing on, wondering how much longer they
may be able to continue in business.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I
desire to thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama. When he was
chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee it was my privilege to do some
work along that line, and the Senator
from Alabama took a very active part in
it. We found that unless something
were done, thousands of small theaters
would go under. As the Senator well
knows, when we finished the report last
year it bore out some of the fears and
experiences to which the Senator from
Alabama has referred. I feel that un-
less we take some positive action, we may
expect to see several thousand more
theaters on the marginal line go into
bankruptey.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BusH in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States submitting the nomina-
tion of Charles Sparks Thomas, of Cali-
fornia, to be Secretary of the Navy,
which was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

RECESS

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate
stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 47 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Fri-
day, March 12, 1954, at 12 o’clock
meridian,

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate March 11 (legislative day of
March 1), 1954:

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy

Charles Sparks Thomas, of California, to

be Secretary of the Navy.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TrURSDAY, MarcH 11, 1954

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Eternal and ever-blessed God, who
art our life, our joy and hope, we thank
Thee for the privilege of ascending the
heights of prayer to receive insight and
inspiration in our quest and pursuit of
the true, the beautiful, and the good.

We pray that Thou wilt give some spe-
cial assurance of divine guidance to our
President, our Speaker, and all the Mem-
bers of the Congress as they faithfully
seek to serve our generation.

May we be more sensitive and respon-
sive to Thy companionship and counsel
which we so desperately need in these
days of turmoil and confusion.

Grant that the thoughts of our minds,
the meditations of our hearts, the words
of our lips, and the labors of our hands
may always move in a blessed harmony
and obedience to Thy holy will.

Hear us in our prayer for our needy
brethren. May the doctors and nurses
be blessed with wisdom-illumined minds
and skillful hands as they eagerly strive
to hasten their recovery to health and
strength of body.

‘We give Thee all the praise and glory
through Christ Jesus, our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
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the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill and a concurrent resolution
of the House of the following titles:
H.R.5509. An act to amend the Army-
Navy Medical Services Corps Act of 1947, re-
lating to the percent of colonels in the
Medical Service Corps, Regular Army; and
H. Con. Res. 204. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and the report thereon.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.2231. An act to amend the Trading With
the Enemy Act relating to debt claims.

UNITED STATES v. WARREN L.
STEPHENSON

Mr. HESS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a
question of the privilege of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HESS. Mr. Speaker, I have been
subpenaed to appear before the District
Court of the United States for the Dis-
trict of Columbia to testify on March 15,
1954, at 9 o’clock a. m., in the case of
United States against Warren L. Ste-
phenson. Under the precedents of the
House I am unable to comply with this
subpena without the consent of the
House, the privileges of the House being
involved.

I therefore submit the matter for the
consideration of the House, and I send
to the desk the subpena.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the subpena.

The Clerk read the subpena, as fol-
lows:

UntTEn STaTES DisTRICT COURT FOR THE Dis-
TRICT OF COLUMEBIA—UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA v. WARREN L. STEPHENSON, CRIMI-
NAL Case No. 1838-53

Note—Report to new courthouse between
Third Street and John Marshall Place on
Constitution Avenue NW., courtroom No. 8.

Spa ad test: Court of Chief Judge Laws.
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TO

CoNGRESSMAN WiLLiam Hess,

House of Representatives,
Capitol Hill, District of Columbia:

You are hereby commanded to attend the
gaid court on Monday, March 15, 1954, at
9 o'clock a. m., to testify on behalf of the
United States, and not depart the court
without leave of the court or the district
attorney.

Witness, the Honorable Bolitha J. Laws,
chief judge of said court, this .... day of
S —————— s A. D, 19...

Harry M. HuLy, Clerk.
By HaroLp G. Dobp,
Deputy Clerk.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a resolution (H. Res. 470) and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Whereas Representative WiLLiam E. Hess,
a Member of this House, has been served with
a subpena to appear as a witness before the
District Court of the United States for the
Distriet of Columbia, to testify at Washing-
ton, D. C., on the 15th of March 1954, in the
case of the United States v. Warren L.
Stephenson, criminal case No. 1838-53; and

Whereas by the privileges of the House no
Member is authorized to appear and testify,
but by order of the House: Therefore be it

Resolved, That Representative WiLLiam E,
Hess is authorized to appear in response to
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the subpena of the District Court of the
United States for the District of Columbia
in the case of the United States v. Warren L.
Stephenson at such time as when the House
is not sitting in session; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
submitted to the sald court as a respectful
answer to the subpena of said court.

The resolution was agreed to, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE ON
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H, Res. 471) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That WayNE L. Hays, of Ohio, be,
and he is hereby, elected a member of the
standing Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives on House Administration.

The resolution was agreed to, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

MRS. ORINDA JOSEPHINE QUIGLEY

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3832)
for the relief of Mrs. Orinda Josephine
Quigley, with an amendment of the Sen-
ate thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment and ask for a conference
with the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois? [After a pause,] The Chair
hears none and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. Jowas of Illinois,
BurpIcK, and LANE.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. FINO asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 10 min-
utes on Wednesday, March 17, follow=-
ing the legislative program of the day
and the conclusion of special orders
heretofore entered.

FOREIGN TRADE POLICY

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request o the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, the Randall Commission report on
foreign economic policy was submitted
to the President and the Congress over
6 weeks ago. As yet, no concrete legisla-
tive proposals have been submitted to the
Congress by the administration to carry
out the major positive recommendations
of the Commission. If the United States
is to avoid another year of irreparably
lost ground in the fight for a more in-
telligent foreign-trade policy, action
must be commenced in the Congress
without further delay. Each day’'s de-
lay adds to the pressures that work
against the development of a sound trade
policy.

One of the recommendations of the
Randall Commission was to modify the
Buy-American Act to a basis of reci-
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procity with other nations. Ibelieve that
it would be to the best interest of the
United States to repeal completely the
Buy-American Act but I am willing to ac-
cept this modified proposal. I am, con-
sequently, introducing a bill today to
carry out the recommendations of the
Randall Commission in respect to the
Buy-American Act.

In the meantime, I think the admin-
istration can very well put into effect
the administrative regulations for pur-
poses of the Randall recommendations
in respect to the Buy-American Act.
Last year, I was officially informed by
the Department of Defense that the of-
ficial administrative policy in respect to
the Buy-American Act would be con-
trolled by the Randall Commission
recommendations. As yet, there has
been no evidence that this policy has
been put into effect. I hope that action
will be taken without further delay.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 30 min-
utes on Wednesday next, following the
legislative program of the day, and the
conclusion of special orders heretofore
entered.

ARMY CIVIL: FUNCTIONS APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1955

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations may have
until midnight tonight to file a privileged
report on the Army civil functions ap-
propriation bill for the fiscal year 1955.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis=
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr, Speaker, I reserve
all points of order.

FOOD SHORTAGE IN YUGOSLAVIA

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day, March 7, in the free city of Cleve-
land, in the district which I have the
privilege to represent, there appeared a
strange visitor on a very strange mission.
This visitor was Vladimir Popovie, Am-
bassador to the United States for Com-
munist Yugoslavia. While in Cleveland,
Popovic gave a talk. He made some un-
usual statements and deviated from ac-
cepted diplomatic activities.

To begin with, he spoke about the
drought which he claims occurred last
summer in Yugoslavia, which in turn,
created a severe food shortage. The ac-
tual facts about the food shortage in
Yugoslavia are that there was no
drought, and the food shortage has been
created by the socialistic planners who
call themselves Tito Communists. It is
significant to note that Yugoslavia be=-
fore its occupation by the alien Com-
munists of Tito, had a surplus of food
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and was one of the food-exporting coun-
tries of Europe. It is indeed strange
that, under Tito, the people of Yugo-
slavia did not have enough to eat, let
alone have food for export.

I would like to alert the Members of
Congress to the possibilities that we are
going to have the touch put on us again
to supply food produced by freemen for
the Tito clique in Yugoslavia. I wonder
what sort of logic would permit us to
supply Tito with food necessary to keep
him in power.

Popovic also spoke about increased de-
mocracy in Yugoslavia. He pointed to
what he claimed was a new system of
parliamentary elections which permits
new political parties to enter candidates
in the elections, and increased personal
and civil liberties., He did not, of course,
tell the audience that the new so-called
parliamentary elector system in Yugo-
slavia was a complete phony. He neg-
lected to mention that the new political
parties permitted to participate had to
be Socialist parties; nor did he indicate,
as he would have, had he told the whole
story, that these new political parties
have all pledged their loyalty to Tito.

Popovic made no mention about the
persecution of religion in Yugoslavia nor
did he explain why Archbishop Stepinac
was still confined to his residence and
prohibited from seeing the Yugoslav peo-
ple who idolize him.

While Popovic was spreading his vi-
ecious Communist propaganda, some old-
fashioned Americans took it upon them-
selves to provide him with a well-de-
served greeting. One of the greeting
committees was made up of Croatian
Americans who have established an en-
viable record for their fight against com-
munism here in the United States and
elsewhere in the world. While Popovic
was attending a dinner in my district,
the Croatian patriots threw up a picket
line around the affair. The second
group of greeters was made up of Serbian
new Americans, former displaced per=-
sons. They prepared a special reception
for him at the hotel where he was staying
to make certain that he would be prop-
erly identified as the representative of a
Communist dictator.

When Popovic was asked what he
thought about the Croatian American
and Serbian American protests about his
visit to Cleveland, he said:

The Serbs were what we would have called
quislings in Yugoslavia, and the Croats were
political emigrants of 35 years ago. They
do not know what is going on.

Is that not a strange state of affairs
wherein a Communist Ambassador to the
United States can visit one of our great
cities, accept its hospitality, and then
climax his visit by attacking the char-
acter and patriotism of loyal, freedom-
loving Americans in the community?

In my opinon, his actions in Cleveland
are in clear violation of his diplomatic
status in the Unifed States. Moreover,
he has taken advantage of American
hospitality to spread the propaganda
line of Communist Yugoslavia. It is
about time the United States Govern-
ment called a halt on these Communist
agents who are posing as Ambassadors.
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I call upon the Department of State to
make an official protest to the Yugoslav
Government for the slanderous activ-
ities of Popovic while in Cleveland this
week, and to demand an official apology
and a retraction of what he said about
the patriotic Croatian American and
Serbian American groups in Cleveland.

TO ESTABLISH LIMITATIONS ON
THE NUMBER OF OFFICERS TO
SERVE 1IN COMMISSIONED
GRADES OF THE ARMY, NAVY, AIR
FORCE, AND MARINE CORPS

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up the resolution (H. Res. 462) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Reszolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the Houre resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H. R. 7T103) to establish limitations on the
numbers of officers who may serve in various
commissioned grades in the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps, and for other pur-
poses, and all points of order against such
bill are hereby waived. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill, and
shall continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Armed Services, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. It ghall be in order to consider with-
out the intervention of any point of order
the substitute amendment recommended by
the Committee on Armed Services now
printed in the bill, and such substitute for
the purpose of amendment shall be con-
sidered under the 5-minute rule as an orig-
inal bill. At the conclusion of such con-
sideration the committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any member may demand a separate vote
in the House on any of the amendments
adopted In the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or committee substitute. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motlon except
one motion to recommit.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Lyie]l; and at this time I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Oregon is recognized.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 462 makes in order
the consideration of the bill H. R. 7103,
which is a bill to establish limitations on
the numbers of officers who may serve in
various commissioned grades in the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps.

This bill is brought to the House by
the House Committee on Armed Services
and is for the purpose stated in the title,
of limiting the number of commissioned
officers.

Mr. Speaker, this rule should be
adopted and the bill, in my opinion,
should be passed.

I reserve the balance of my time and
yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LYLE, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
my time,

3103

Mr. ELISWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7T103) to establish limi-
tations on the number of officers who
may serve in wvarious commissioned
grades in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Marine Corps, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 7103, with Mr.
Grauam in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, KiLpay] for
30 minutes.

The gentleman from Illinois is recog-
nized.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, due to the limitation
of time, I would like to say to the mem-
bership of the House, since we have but
1 hour, under the rule, that probably
questions, if there are any, can be an-
swered during the debate under the
5-minute rule, and the clarifying can
then be done.

Last March a subcommittee of which
I had the pleasure of being chairman
was assigned the task of looking into the
billet justification for all officers in the
armed services serving in the grades
of colonel, general, Navy captain, and
admiral.

The hearings consumed 22 days. I be=
lieve it was one of the most interesting
inquiries with which I have ever been
associated.

The hearings began in March of 1953
and they continued even after the De-
fense Appropriation Act of 1954 had
renewed the limitation on grade dis-
tribution for this fiscal year.

The subcommittee, among other things,
was charged with the responsibility of
developing a fair, workable plan which
would establish ceilings on temporary
promotions in the higher grades. Un-
fortunately, it was not possible to com-
plete our work in the last session of the
Congress.

We felt that it would be better to do
the job thoroughly, introduce a bill, pre-
sent it to the full committee, conduct
extensive hearings on the bill, and then
report the bill to the House as we are
doing today.

I mention this in order to give you
some background of the effort that has
been put forth in attempting to prepare
& bill dealing with one of the least under-
stood and yet one of the most important
aspects of personnel planning in our
Armed Forces,

Our inquiry into the assignments of
senior officers disclosed instances in
which senior officers were serving in
areas which could be adequately served




3104

by more junior officers. And if you will
read the hearings, you will find several
examples of senior officers occupying
billets which we felt were upgraded. On
the other hand, we also found billets
occupied by junior officers that more
properly should have been filled by senior
officers.

It would have been difficult, if not im-
possible, to thoroughly examine every
billet. In some instances we considered
the billets in groups. For example, there
can be no disagreement that every regi-
mental commander in the Army should
be a full colonel, and yet not every regi-
mental commander in the Army is a full
colonel. And, in terms of dollars and
responsibility, I think there could be little
doubt in anyone’s mind that a squadron
of aircraft should be commanded by a
lieutenant colonel; yet in many instances
squadrons are commanded by officers of
lesser grades.

So I think I can safely say that the
net result of the inquiry has led us to
the conclusion that there is no over-
exaggerated grade structure in the
Armed Forces. The stock has not been
watered.

Proceeding on from that point, it was
the consensus of the subcommittee that
the only practical solution to the prob-
lem of imposing ceilings on temporary
promotions was a sliding-scale system
spelled out in law based on the theory
that as the total number of officers on
active duty increases, the proportion of
senior officers decreases. And the sys-
tem works in reverse when each service
decreases its total officer strength.

That system made sense to us, and
that is the system which is proposed in
this legislation. It establishes ceilings
for the Army and Air Force not hereto-
fore in existence in law. And it makes
more restrictive the ceilings that now
exist for the Navy and the Marine Corps.
. Now I think we ought to be familiar
with what a temporary promeotion is
before we discuss the matter further,
because after all, that is what we are
attempting to regulate.

A temporary promotion is nothing
more and nothing less that what the
word implies. It is a commission given
to an officer on a temporary basis which
entitles him to the pay of that grade,
while holding the commission and it en-
titles him to all the other benefits and
privileges associated with the grade.

Now when it comes to the case of full
generals and lieutenant generals, I think
we must always bear in mind that the
basic pay is the same as that of a major
general; in other words, the pay of a full
general, a lieutenant general and a ma-
jor general is the same. Even their
allowances for subsistence and guarters
are the same; the only difference is in a
special allowance granted to a lieutenant
general which amounts to the magnifi-
cent sum of $500 a year. A full general
receives a more bountiful bonus from the
Federal Government—he receives $2,200
a year. The grades of lieutenant gen-
eral and general are always temporary.

Now you will note that this bill does
not contain any ceiling on the grade of
lieutenant general and above. The rea-
son for that is simple. These positions
are designated by the President as posi-
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tions of responsibility and officers may
serve in them only when confirmed by
the Senate and only while serving in
such a designated position.

All other officers holding temporary
commissions may serve in the various
grades at the pleasure of the President.
If it should become necessary, in an ex-
tremely rapid demobilization, all of the
officers holding temporary grades could
be reverted to their permanent grade.
In other words, there is nothing sacred
about a temporary commission. It can
be removed, wiped out, by the stroke
of the President’s pen. That is not true
of permanent commissions. An officer
can only lose his permanent commission
as the result of legal action or resigna-
tion.

Now back in 1947, when we all had
hopes of peace in the world, we wrote a
law, called the Officer Personnel Act,
which contemplated a peacetime armed
force of about 35,000 line officers of the
Navy, some 30,600 officers in the Army,
some 7,000 in the Marine Corps, and
some 27,500 in the Air Force. We estab-
lished a percentage system for distribut-
ing those officers among the various
grades on a permanent basis. We then
hoped that by 1957 adjustments would
have been made, humps would have been
smoothed out, and after 1957 we would
have an armed force made up predomi-
nantly of regulars. Promotion was to
flow along a normal pattern after so
many years of service in each grade, al-
though each officer was required to go
through a selection process for that pro-
motion.

Unfortunately, world conditions did
not permit us to go into that smooth
system, but the Officer Personnel Act
had foreseen the possibility of some
maladjustment in the international sit-
uation, and thus provided for temporary
promotions on the theory that they
might be needed until world conditions
stabilized and we had nothing but a reg-
ular peacetime establishment.

Unfortunately, world conditions have
not brought about that stability and
temporary promotions have been used to
such an extent that nearly half of the
Regular officers, and a large number of
Reserve officers, hold temporary com=-
missions, This type of promotion fills a
definite need, but it does not carry with
it the inflexibility of a permanent com-
mission. As a matter of fact, any other
system but a temporary promotion sys-
tem would create tremendous difficul-
ties which would undoubtedly necessi-
tate special retirement laws similar to
those put into effect after World War I,
which could prove extremely costly. So
I hope you will keep in mind that a
temporary promotion not only estab-
lishes a promotion system which is in-
tended to be of benefit to the taxpayer
during periods of rapid mobilization or
demobilization, but it is also intended to
provide a degree of flexibility for the
Armed Forces which will avoid freezing
g;c;ple into grades for long periods of

e

You have heard about some of our
military leaders who were lieutenants
for 16 or 17 years back in the 1920's and
1930’s. We do not want that to happen
again. You cannot ask young men in
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this day and age to make the service a
career either as reservists or Regulars
with that kind of promotion possibility
staring them in the face.

Now it must be remembered that what
we. propose here are ceilings on tempo-
rary promotions on the grade of major
and above. This does not mean that the
services will promote officers to the grade
distribution established by these ceilings
but it does permit the services, when
necessary, to go to these ceilings—ceil-
ings which are geared to a system of
promotion complicated by service-in-
grade requirements, periods of service
after which consideration for promotion
is required, best qualified, best fitted
and fully qualified systems of selection,
anticipated forced separation, guaran-
teed years of service and all of the other
technicalities so necessary in this field
which deals with men’s careers.

I will not attempt fto explain all of
these terms except to say that they are
all aimed at giving an officer a fair op-
portunity for being considered for pro-
motion to the next higher grade with the
assurance that having been selected he
will be promoted as vacancies occur and
with the further assurance that even if
vacancies do not occur, in the Army and
the Air Force, after a certain number of
years of service in grade, the officer
must be promoted if qualified.

Those times and procedures run
throughout the whole promotion sys-
tem; that is why we feel that a yearly
numerical limitation such as that con-
tained in the Defense Appropriation
Act of 1954 could create havoc with the
entire promotion system and with the
morale of our officers if it is projected
into the future and if the number is de-
creased as the number of officers on
active duty decreases.

All we are trying to say is that there
will be times in the future under this
permanent law when these ceilings may
have to be attained. Normally, they will
not be attained; but we must provide
for the likelihood or possibility that in
certain years, as age groups move up in
service, these ceilings will be attained.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not going
to say that the Davis amendment or the
Scrivner amendment, are the princi-
pal reasons why young men are not en-
tering the Armed Forces today on a
career basis. But I do say that they are
among the reasons why young men are
not entering our Armed Forces today
and why resignation rates are high
among the Regular officers. Stated sim-
ply, the young officers and some of the
older officers in our Armed Forces are
afraid that this tampering with their
careers will become worse and eventual-
1y they will be frozen in grade at a time
when they should be going forward but
so late in their career that it will be
difficult to make a change. I suggest you
read the report to study the resignation
rates and the number of young men who
are declining appointments as Regular
officers. You will see what is taking
place; the trend is apparent and the re-
sults could be extremely serious. The
young officers who are entering our
Armed Forces today will be the generals
of the next generation, and if we don’t
attract the type of young men with the
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necessary ability to lead this Nation in
the event of another conflict: then we
will pay a penalty far greater than any-
thing ever extracted from the American
people.

I hope the House will adopt this meas-
ure and that it will settle the question
from here on out, so that the armed
services and the officers who are re-
sponsible for the lives of our sons will
be able to point to legislation which
spells out their career opportunities.
We can remove the uncertainty which
now prevails throughout the Armed
Forces by adopting this sliding scale
system.

Mr. KEILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes. .

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield before he begins with
his address, please?

Mr. KILDAY. Yes, briefly.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. ARenDs] said that it is the pur-
pose of this bill to assure a fair system of
promotion. The Officers Personnel Act
of 1947 had an innovation that provided
that the Navy could vary from ordinary
seniority considerations to promote of-
ficers whom it considered to be very well
qualified. The act provided for 5 per-
cent in this category. In spite of the
fact that this committee thought this a
very good provision at that time, and
the Navy asked for it, the Navy has not
used this system once. I wonder if the
gentleman could tell us why the Navy
has not used it and whether this provi-
sion would be affected by this bill.

Mr. KILDAY. Icould not tell the gen-
tleman why, That is not a question of
legislation ; that is a question of distribu-
tion. That has no relationship to this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, in 1947, during the 80th
Congress, Congress enacted the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947. That bill was the
result of very long, detailed hearings held
by a subcommittee of which the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. SHORT] was
chairman. He is now, of course, chair-
man of the full Committee on Armed
Services. The Officer Personnel Act of
1947 provided for the distribution of of-
ficers in the services on a percentage
basis as between the grades. It con-
tained a provision that during any period
of national emergency thereafter de-
clared that temporary promotions could
be made. There has been no complaint
from the services or elsewhere because of
the permanent promotion system of the
Officer Personnel Act of 1947. However,
before there had been adequate time to
test the provisions of the Officer Person-
ned Act, the national emergency of Ko-
rea was declared. So that when we came
to consider the military appropriation
bill for the fiscal year 1953, the situation
was that under the permanent law tem-
porary promotions could be made and in
the Army and Air Force there was a limi-
tation on the numbers who could be pro-
moted to the various grades.

At that time the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr, Davis] offered an amend-
ment to the appropriation bill which
placed in that bill a limitation by finite
numbers on those in the grade of captain
and its equivalent and above.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

I should have stated a moment ago
that whereas there was no limitation on
officers of the Army and Air Force in
the various grades, there was a limita-
tion on the Navy and Marine Corps, but
it was probably too generous. So that
that amendment was adopted and be-
came known, of course, as the Davis
amendment. The gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Davis] had secured the fig-
ures which he had used for his amend-
ment from the services, and the Navy in
giving those figures to Mr. Davis, made
an error in the numbers. So that in
practice it developed that there was
about to be a demotion of approximately
5,000 junior Navy officers because the
Navy had made an error in calculating
the figures it gave to Mr. Davis, and
which were included in his amendment.

Last year we revised those figures and
avoided those demotions. So that a new
Davis amendment provision was carried
for the fiscal year 1954. This bill would
take the place of the Davis amendment.
In other words, we would substitute this
bill. But it follows exactly the same
principle as that contained in the Davis
amendment but fixes the finite numbers
at such a level that future demotions
will not take place and orderly promo-
tions may continue.

In other words, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] has rendered a
distinet service to the Congress and to
the military services, and your Commit-
tee on Armed Services after very careful
consideration and long deliberation has
adopter. the philosophy of the Davis
amendment. So that hereafter the
Officers Personnel Act of 1947 will pro-
vide a percentage distribution by grades
within all of the military services for
permanent promotion and it will pro-
vide by this amendment, carrying out
the Davis amendment, a finite number of
distributions and limitations upon tem-
porary promotions.

There are several things that must be
borne in mind with reference to the
numbers on duty in the higher grades
now as compared to the largest mobili-
zation period during World War II.
Time does not permit more than just a
mention of them, perhaps. There is one
thing that is significant. When you
have a very large military establishment,
the percentage of your higher ranking
officers decreases; that is the percentage,
not the numbers. When you have a
smaller establishment, your percentages
must increase because, if you have a di-
vision, on a peacetime basis, even if it
is not up to your full service strength,
still you have a major general in com-
mand. You have a colonel in command
of a regiment and so on for your bat-
talions and companies right down the
line. So that your percentages operate
in reverse.

There is another thing which controls
the additional numbers in the higher
ranks, At the time we considered the
Act of 1947, those of us who had served
formerly on the Committee on Military
Affairs as distinguished from the former
Committee on Naval Affairs, were very
much surprised—and personally I was
shocked—to find that in the Navy we
were losing from 48 to 50 percent of
our officers, our graduates from the
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Naval Academy by forced attrition,
after roughtly 20 years of service. ‘We
felt that that was a loss of manpower
and of money which should not be con-
tinued in the interest of the Nation and
we took steps to prevent that forced at-
trition or that force-out after, roughly,
20 years of service. We did it by in-
creasing the number of billets for flag
or star officers. We did that very de-
liberately and I think with a very worthy
purpose of seeing to it that we retained
in the service men who were from 43
to 45 years of age, well under 50 years
of age who had been retired to the ex-
tent of 45 to 48 or 50 percent in the Navy.
We have reduced that to about 18 per=
cent. I think we will all agree that was
proper legislation.

This bill will make permanent law the
proper distribution and limitation of
temporary officers and eliminate the
fears, the dangers, and the criticisms
which were in existence prior to the
adoption of the Davis amendment to the
Appropriation Act of 1953. That is the
most important provision of the bill.

For a clear understanding of that I
would refer all of you to page 6 of the
report. There*is a very short, very suc=-
cinet explanation of the purpose of this
act. It is very quickly read, and it will
fully explain that provision.

The only other thing the bill does is
to repeal what was known as the Van
Zandt amendment and later the Seriv=
ner amendment, which was adopted in
the 1953 and 1954 appropriation bills,
which had the effect of prohibiting the
retirement of Regular officers except for
statutory age, physical disability, World
War I service, or extreme hardship.
That restriction was offered on the floor
in each bill with only the limited de-
bate that was permissible here at that
time. It had the effect of changing per-
manent law that had been in existence
long before 1947, was reexamined in
1947, and retained, under the provisions
of which men may retire at a reduced
pension after 20 years of service. It has
since developed that such action has had
a very bad effect on the morale of the
service and on the retention of profes-
sional military men. It was construed
as being a changing of the rules after
the game had begun. We feel that that
should be eliminated.

It is true it was justified at the time-
it was adopted, but it was brought forth,
primarily, I believe, because of the re-
tirement of a rather young general of
the Air Force. We lost the services of
a very capable combat general of the
Air Force at a very early age. As in
most cases where you legislate against
one situation with general legislation, it
has produced inequities and injustices
through the service. It creates an atti=-
tude of uncertainty on the part of the
personnel in all officer grades.

The bill has been very thoroughly con=-
sidered. Frankly, it is the most tedious
thing I have ever dealt with since I
have been a Member of the House.

As the chairman of the subcommittee
the gentleman from Illinois ([Mr.
ARenDs] said, last year we went into the
various billets, and we did require the
services to give us the names of all flag
officers and general officers and admirals,
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their ages, length of service, the position
they held, and the types of position.
Then we took all of the colonels and the
captains of the Navy in groups of the
positions in which they were assigned.
That continued, I believe, for something
like 4 months, to about the time that we
adjourned.

This year we have again gone into
the overall gquestion. The hearings we
have here will show how carefully we
did it this year. But this is only about
one-third of the size of the hearings we
held last year before the subcommittee
on justifying individual billets.

I believe the bill to be one that is well
considered, timely, and proper. It
should be adopted.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of cCalifornia. Mr,
Chairman, title III of H. R. 7103 relates
to the Air Force, and the sliding scale
contained in that title will effectively
but realistically limit the number of Air
Force officers who may serve on active
duty in the grades above captain when-
ever the commissioned officer strength
in the Air Force is between 50,000 and
180,000. I cannot foresee the day when
the commissioned officer strength of the
Air Force will be less than 50,000, and I
‘anticipate that if the strength should
‘ever go above 180,000 the country will be
at war or mobilizing for war. In my
opinion, and in the opinion of my fel-
‘Jow committee members, the scale rep-
Tesents as accurately as possible the true
officer requirements of the Air Force
qunder varying forece structures during
periods of relative peace or partial mo-
bilization, and the Air Force has agreed
that during such periods it will permit
them to meet their requirements for
field grade and general officers insofar
as they can be anticipated at this time,
Beyond that point, during periods of
total mobilization or war, when force
structures mushroom overnight, the Air
Force must be free of this and other
similar limitations which would hinder
and complicate their operations.

- 'This scale of permanent limitations is
designed to remove the need for the
-grade limitations which have been placed
on the Air Force officer structure in re-
cent appropriation acts and which have
interfered so seriously with the long-
range personnel planning of our Air
Force. The Congress must realize that
when the services submit a budget to
the Congress that budget represents in
‘many respects the culmination of plans
that were set in motion several years be-
fore; and in many other respects it rep-
‘resents the initial step in carrying out
plans designed for the distant future.
Annual limitations of the type contained
in the last two appropriation acts are al-
ways either meaningless or extremely
disruptive. If these limitations recog-
nize and authorize the planning under-
taken by the services, as was true in the
current appropriations act, they are

less because they do not alter
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any of the actions already planned. If,
on the other hand, they actually serve to
limit the actions of the services, as oc=
curred when the original Davis amend-
ment was enacted, they disrupt many of
the carefully prepared, long-range plans
and add to the complexity of the serv-
ices’ overall personnel problem. In
either case, however, the repetition of
such temporary limitations over an ex-
tended period of time can only create
such a feeling of uncertainty in the
minds of our military planners that they
will be unable to prepare any sound,
long-range plan for commissioned offi-
cers and will limit their planning each
year so as to accomplish only those
things which happen to be of immediate
necessity. Additionally, these year-to-
year limitations in rider form have a
serious impact upon the morale of the
officer corps, because they receive wide
publicity and create considerable doubt
in the minds of all officers. A fine young
officer must certainly become discour-
aged when the Congress repeatedly en-
acts such limiting legislation at the same
time that the service is demanding his
highest standard of performance.

As I have stated before, we believe
that the sliding scale contained in the
Air Force title of this bill is an accurate
representation of the Air Force's require-
ments for officers in the higher grades.
Last year, your Committee on Armed
Services conducted a searching inquiry
into the requirements for general officers
and colonels in the Air Force. Due to
the magnitude of the problem and the
time available, we found it impossible to
extend our inquiry below the grade of
colonel. However, we examined all posi-
tions occupied by general officers as well
as all other positions which normally
require a general officer. We also ex-
amined all of the positions which colo-
nels are supposed to occupy in each of
the services. In our opinion, a few of
those positions did not appear to war-
rant the grade assigned by the services.
But on the other hand, we found posi-
tions which seemed to us to be under-
graded. Nevertheless, we think the Con-
gress must realize that the military chief
of each service is the man directly re-
sponsible for having the right man in
the right job at the right time. When
a Chief of Staff assigns one of his very
limited number of general officers to any
position, it is because his estimate of the
situation indicates that the job requires
a general officer at that particular time.
Though our opinion may differ from his,
we must recognize that the responsibil-
ity is his, and we must respect and trust
his judgment. In general, the commit-

tee’s inquiry demonstrated that the

services’ requirements for general offi-
cers and colonels are quite reasonable;
that the responsibility and authority
surrounding each military position are
equivalent to the authority and respon-
sibility associated with the grade which
the services have established for the
position. It is our conclusion, therefore,
that, since the inguiry which we con=-
ducted proved the accuracy of the serv-
ices’ statement of requirements for gen-
eral officers and colonels, their stated
requirements for officers below the grade
of colonel must also be accepted as valid.
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We must either recognize the officer re-
quirements of the services or bear the
responsibility for requiring large num-
bers of officers to occupy positions de-
manding a high level of responsibility
and performance without benefit .of the
grade and other emoluments commensu-
rate with the positions. We must recog-
nize that the senior grades in a military
as well as a civilian enterprise are neces-
sary to assure proper command, execu-
tive supervision, and professional lead-
ership, as well as incentive. Refusing to
recognize these requirements or to im-
pose arbitrary restrictions upon them in
no way alters the fact that the require-
ments exist. Arbitrary limitations
placed upon the officer structures of the
armed services serve only to compro-
mise combat capability and esprit de
corps to a degree which cannot be offset
by theoretical monetary savings.

In addition to its being an accurate
portrayal of the Air Force’s requirements
for senior officers, the schedule of limita-
tions contained in title III of this bill
will permit the Air Force to plan effec-
tively for all those personnel actions,
such as promotions, recall of Reserve of-
ficers, separations and retirements, with-
out the fear of having those plans sud-
denly disrupted by some unpredictable
legislative restriction on officer strengths.
But it would be erroneous to presume
that, after this bill becomes law, the
Air Force will promote its officers right
up to the maximum limitation. This
will not happen for three reasons. First,
there is the very practical reason that,
because the scale is a fixed ceiling which
cannot be exceeded, the Air Force will
have to establish a slightly lower ceil-
ing for planning purposes to prevent it-
self from inadevertently exceeding the
limitations due to variations in the num-
ber of deaths, retirements and separa-
tions estimated to occur during any year.
Secondly, it is customary practice to let
promotions lag a little behind require-
ments during a buildup in order to make
sure that those who are promoted can
really do the job. And finally, the Air
Force must always guard against the pos-
sibility of leveling off in strength with
all of its vacancies filled and having to
face a long period of promotion stag-
nation. To illustrate the manner in
‘which promotions lag behind require-
ments in an expanding force, I refer to
‘the situation which existed in the Army
Air Corps in June of 1945. At that time,
there were 54,805 positions for officers in
the grades above captain, but the Air
Corps strength in those grades numbered
only 33,499. The differences represents
21,306 promotion vacancies which would
have been filled eventually if the Air
Corps strength had stabilized at that
war-time level for a number of years.
This comparison also points up one of
the fallacies in the popular practice of
comparing present-day officer strengths
to those which happened to exist at
some time in the past. Unless all of
the conditions which influenced each
strength can be included in the compari-
son, there can be no comparison,

Although the scale related to the Air
Force will adequately satisfy the Air
Foree'’s requirements for officers in the
higher grades at the strengths covered




1954

-by -the scale during periods when the
forces are either stabilized or expanded,
there may be a very serious problem
lurking behind that scale which we can-
not attempt to resolve at this time. This
problem concerns the effect which the
scale could have upon Air Force officers
during periods of extremely rapid and
large-scale demobilization. With the
sliding scale in effect during such periods,
the Air Force will almost certainly find
it necessary to demote large numbers of
officers in temporary grades and to force
great numbers of Reserve and temporary
officers out of the active service at a very
rapid rate in order to remain within the
law. Since the limitation is effective
only on the last day of each fiscal year,
the annual budgetary cycle will give the
Air Force a period of 12 to 18 months in
which to plan and carry out these ac-
tions. However, a situation could easily
develop where that period of time would
be insufficient to permit the Air Force
to take all the necessary actions without
causing severe and unwarranted hard-
ship upon large groups of officers.
Should such a situation arise, the Con-
gress will have to assist the Air Force
in finding a solution to the problem.

The members of our committee have
frequently been asked why the services
are permitted to make temporary pro-
motions. The answer to that question
is that it is the only manner in which
the services can fill the grade require-
ments generated by wartime or emer-
-gency conditions and at the same time
retain sufficient flexibility to return to
peacetime, minimum-strength personnel
structures. We foresaw the require-
ment for temporary grades in expanded
military forces at the time that we wrote
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, and we
decided then that it would be far better
to pin those grades on very lightly rather
than to nail them down and add to the
problem of reducing the officer grade
structure at the end of an emergency
period. However, the Armed Services
Committee reexamined this subject dur-
ing the hearings on this bill and decided
that the need for temporary promotions
-still exists and will continue to exist for
many years to come. It is our belief,
however, that the sliding scale incorpo-
rated in H. R. 7103 will very effectively
control temporary promotions in the
future.

Turning now to section 402 of this
bill, which will repeal the retired pay
restriction that has been included in
each annual appropriations act since
1951, it is my opinion that the effects
of this arbitrary restriction on volun-
tary retirement have been for more
detrimental than fruitful. Although the
expressed purpose of the restriction, that
of retaining in service the older and
more experienced officer, is achieved,
this goal is attained at the cost of shaken
morale and stagnated promotion through
all echelons of the officer corps. The
expectation of being able to effect, at
his own request, a dignified and honor-
able exit into retirement after 30 years
of service, has long been cherished by
the Regular officer. It is a basic feature
of the implied contract existing between
the Government and the officer. Fur-
thermore, the privilege of refiring with
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20 to 30 years of service, should the
need arise, has added materially to the
attractiveness of the military career in
the eyes of the junior officers. A breach
of faith in this regard on the part of
the Congress does more than embitter
the officers immediately affected, it also
destroys the security and corrodes the
incentive of the junior officer and
strangles the service in its efforts to
equitably administer the existing officer
corps and to induce potential officers to
embark upon a military career. If the
prestige of that career is to be raised,
if we are to retain the experienced of-
ficer and attract the potential officer,
then we must protect and improve the
traditional benefits of the career officer
and not nullify them by limitations
similar to the present retired pay
restriction.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me
reemphasize the adverse effect which the
amendments to the annual appropria-
tion acts have had on the morale of
our officer corps. These amendments
which restrict promotions and retire-
ments represent two of the most dam-
aging steps ever taken by the Congress
toward confiscation of the benefits which
have for so long been a part of the mili-
tary career. Promotion and retirement
are component parts of the overall blue-
print for military service. A man who
decides to spend his life in the service
of his country expects and, I say, has
the right to expect that those benefits
which exist at the time he enters into
such a contract will continue to exist
and accrue for him while he serves.
Limitations like these shake the con-
fidence officers have in their service and
raise grave doubts as to the wisdom of
their choice. Their attitude can be very
well summarized by the simple question:
“What will they take away next?”

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of
this bill, H. R. 7103, without amendment
and by the unanimous vote of all Mem-
bers present.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Davis].

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair=
man, I want to express my appreciation
to the chairman of this subcommittee
for giving me this time to discuss this
measure. I recognize the subcommittee
had a very difficult task and I certainly
want to express my appreciation to the
members thereof for the very careful
study which they did give to a problem,
which is admittedly a very complex one.
I have not been able to evaluate even
for my own purposes the actual definite
limitations that have been placed in
this measure, but I certainly do want to
express my hearty approval of the ap-
proach to the problem that has been
made by this legislation because I be-
lieve it represents the only sound
method, and that is the method of a
sliding scale for providing permanent
legislation for limitations on promo=-
tions in the Armed Services.

My primary purpose during these few
minutes is to clarify, as I know the situ-
ation, some of the statements included
in the report so that the legislative his-
tory of this act will be, perhaps, some=
what more accurate than would be indi=
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cated by the report. There are two
things that I do want to call to your
attention, referring to the report in both
cases. First of all, the report in a num-
ber of cases uses the term Davis amend-
ment to apply to the limitations in the
1954 appropriation act. Merely to
clarify the record, lef me remind my col-

‘leagues that the Davis amendment was

specifically repealed by Public Law 7
of the 83d Congress. The Committee
on Appropriations, when it became ob-
vious that the Committee on Armed
Services could not complete its task dur-
ing the first session of the 83d Congress,
then provided a similar provision that
places finite limitations on the number
of officers to be promoted in the com-
missioned ranks from major and com-
parable ranks on up. But, I want to
say those ficures were compiled com-
pletely aside from any recommenda-
tions that I had made. So that it is not
quite correct to refer to the existing
legislation as the Davis amendment. As
a matter of fact, they were figures which
were submitted by the Armed Services
themselves, as being the figures of the
number of officers in those ranks that
they planned to have during the course
of the current fiscal year.

One further comment. In several in-
stances in the report there is mentioned
the evil of year-by-year limitations such
as the Committee on Appropriations has
placed in the bill for the past 2 years on
these officer ranks. As far as I know,
there is no member on the Committee on
Appropriations who approves of this
yearly limitation idea. But we on the
Committee on Appropriations were con-
fronted with a condition which we felt,
and which I believe the members of the
Committee on Armed Services felt, re-
quired some temporary stopgap legisla-
tion. That was the condition which led
to the original Davis amendment. It
was the condition which led to the pro-
vision in the 1954 appropriation act for
the Department of Defense, when it be-
came obvious that permanent legislation
could not be prepared in time. We all
recognize that there was a great void in
the existing legislation, that with respect
to the Army and Air Force there was
no limitation in the law whatsoever with
respect to the promotions of the officers
in those services. The so-called Davis
amendment and its successor, for which

* I can claim no credit, nor do I feel I can

take any blame either, was dealing with
that specific condition which then did
exist. AsI said, I am not in a position—
this is much too technical and compli-
cated matter for a person who is not on
the Committee on Armed Services to at-
tempt to evaluate for others the definite
figures which have been included in this
legislation—but I do heartily approve the
approach that has been made and I com-
pliment the subcommittee for the con-
scientious job they have done in bringing
this legislation to us.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman I yield
7 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi~
ana [Mr. BRoOKs].

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, in my judgment this is an extreme-
ly important bill. It is a bill that is
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presented to the committee timely. Itis
very badly needed legislation, in my
judgment, and it is very carefully con-
sidered legislation. The subcommittee
headed by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Arenps] and the Armed Services
Committee in its entirety both considered
this measure very carefully.

This is a bill that is extremely techni-
cal. TUnless you dig in and study the
figures, weigh one provision of the bill
against the other, you really do not get to
the heart of the problem. Then when
you get that far into the measure so as
to study the figures in all branches of
the service, you reach the conclusion
that this is a real tough problem.

It is a problem that everyone would
naturally expect, in any violent fluctua-
tion in the figures of personnel in the
armed services. For instance, after
World War I we had a similar problem.
I recall working with the old Military
Affairs Committee on the problem of “the
hump” created in the Army as a result
of the sudden decrease in the size of
the Army following World War I. We
have a similar situation now in all
branches of the service in the Defense
Department.

I recall after World War I we found
some captains in the Army who had not
been promoted in almost 20 years. They
had been stagnant, and the morale was
very low in this service, and we did not
have a very healthy condition in our
Defense Department. Naturally we ex-
pected the same thing following World
War IL.

I am not going to explain the details of
this bill. It represents a real, genuine,
earnest attempt to provide a workable
personnel for the branches of the armed
services, permitting proper promotion
from time to time of those who carry on
the burden of our national defense effort.

I think the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Davis] performed a worthwhile
service in bringing this matter promptly
to the attention of the Armed Services
Committee; and the committee, taking
the ball, has carried on and has pre-
sented you a bill which is acceptable in
every detail today and should be passed.

I do want to call attention to one mat-
ter, however, that I think is worthy of
consideration. You cannot set an exact
percentage in each rank as being the
exact percentage needed in each branch
of the armed services. The reason we
cannot do that is obvious. Especially
since World War II, we have adopted in
this Congress, whether wisely or not, a
policy of calling upon commissioned of-
ficers of our Defense Department, the
Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the
Marine Corps, to perform services far out
and beyond the normal service which
they perform in the course of their work
as a member of our Defense Department.
For instance, now, because of legislation
provided by this Congress, the Army pro-
vides almost 4,000 officers to perform du-
ties outside of the duties of the Army.
Actually the number is 3,995 officers, who
perform duties that are foreign to the
work of the Armed Forces. For instance,
we cover these areas: We have officers
in the Joint Chiefs of Staff areas that re-
quire officer personnel; the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization, that requires
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personnel of the various branches of the
armed services. We have Supreme
Headquarters Allied Powers in Europe,
which require commissioned personnel
of the armed services; the military as-
sistance advisory groups and missions
and civilian agencies all over the world
that require the services of commissioned
officers to be taken from our Defense Es-
tablishment.

It must be remembered that the Navy,
often as a result of legislation that we
passed, has had to furnish 1,530 officers
in other work than their regular work
and necessary duty in the Navy; the Air
Force, 1,512 such officers; and the Marine
Corps, 718. We have here over 7,000
officers in the Military Establishment
who are performing duties above and
outside of the duties in the regular Mili-
tary Establishment.

If sometimes we in the Congress feel
that the branch of the service in which
we are interested has been overstaffed
with officer personnel, especially at the
top level—because our legislation often
calls for top-grade officers and high-
ranking officers—if we feel that they are
overstaffed, we can look back to our own
legislation and find that we, ourselves,
are partially—yes, I might even say
largely—responsible for the number of
officers the services require in excess of
the normal number of officers to perform
the arduous and responsible duties which
Ere in the Congress provide for them to

0.

That, Mr. Chairman, is about the ex-
tent of my remarks. Whether that is
a good policy or not, I do not know. I
think we must think about it and make
a decision sometime. I do not know
that it is the best policy; nonetheless,
it is the policy that we have been pur-
suing in the past and I give it to you for
what it is worth. That concludes what
I have to say with reference to the meas-
ure, although I might add that I think
the bill should be passed by a unanimous
vote.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. PATTERSON].

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
desire to discuss briefly some of the rea-
sons why it is imperative that H. R, 7103
receive favorable consideration by this
body. For purposes of illustration, I wish
to discuss some of the effects the pres-
ent legislation in this area, the so-called
Davis amendment, could have on the
officer structure of the Marine Corps.
This should serve to illustrate why en-
lightened, permanent legislation to gov-
ern officer grade distribution for all the
military services is necessary.

A brief glimpse at recent military his-
tory will serve to provide background for
my remarks.

Each war, or period of hostilities, has
created its own backwash of personnel
problems. Typical to these postwar re-
adjustments has been what is known as
commissioned officer humps. 'These
humps are created by one of the prime
requirements, in times of great crises,
for a successful military machine—vast
numbers of young, highly qualified offi-
cers. With the end of actual hostilities,
the services, through necessity, have re-
tained large numbers of these wartime
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combat leaders to serve as career mili-
tary officers, in order to capitalize on
their combat experience. This war-
gained experience is a valuable asset to
any military service, and is particularly
so in these uncertain times. The World
War II hump already has proved its
value to the Marine Corps and to this
country in the Korean hostilities at the
Pusan perimeter, at Inchon, and at the
Chosin Reservoir.

However, with the passage of years,
as these officers grow older, gain more
experience, and qualify for further pro-
motion to higher grades, they begin to
cause grave administrative problems.
The large, homogeneous group of officers
who were procured to ficht World War 11
do not now fit conveniently into the con-
ventional pyramidal grade structure
common to normal military organiza-
tions.

The same thing occurred after the Civil
War, when it was not too uncommon for
an officer to serve 40 years without rising
above the grade of captain. After World
War I, a number of our present marine
generals served 15 years as lieutenants.

Subsequent to World War II, the Con-
gress undertook to establish a statutory
career pattern for officers, in order to
assure the development of a highly quali-
fied, vigorous officer corps for the serv-
ices. This resulted in the enactment of
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, This
law incorporates features of prescribed
normal service in each grade, the con-
cept of selecting for promotion those offi-
cers best fitted among their contempo-
raries, and the provision for a flexible
officer grade structure. The aims of this
law are to assure reasonable career op-
portunities for officers, and to assure the
development, at reasonably young ages,
of the most highly qualified colonels,
generals, and admirals.

In order to move officers upward
through the grade struecture in accord-
ance with the schedule inherent in this
law, provision was made that in the
event fewer fully qualified officers can
be accommodated in a higher grade than
are eligible for promotion thereto, only
those best fitted officers would be pro-
moted, and the overflow would be elim-
inated from the service in order to make
way for the scheduled promotions of
younger officers coming along behind.
Officers so eliminated, either by sever-
ance or retirement, are the victims of
forced attrition.

The process I have just described is
an orderly process and is not necessarily
complicated. It is the manner in which
the officer promotion process is designed
to work under normal, peacetime con-
ditions.

Since we are concerned here with
human beings, their lives, hopes, and the
manner in which they earn their liveli-
hood, we must treat them with the con-
sideration due human beings. The
normal imponderables, inherent in the
human relationships herein involved, is
further complicated by the manner, the
terms, and the conditions under which
present Marine Corps officers entered
their service. Because of the recurrent
emergencies occasioned by threats to the
national security, which have been so

common during recent history, officers
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have not entered the Marine Corps in
uniform, equally sized groups each year.
They have been procured by thousands
and by dribbles, depending upon when
their services have been required, which,
in turn, depended upon the varying de-
grees of turmoil and tension which, in-
termittently, have gripped the world dur-
ing this century.

I have briefly deseribed what military
planners call a hump. I desire to re-
emphasize that humps consist of highly
qualified military officers who entered
the service in large, homogeneous groups,
during periods of actual war or national
emergency. They are the product of our
times. They comprise a valuable mili-
tary asset to the national security. They
represent the battle-hardened and war-
experienced nucleus around which fu-
ture military forces of this country
will be constructed. We dare not now
squander this military asset by adopting,
or continuing to effect, policies or meas-
ures which reflect false economy and a
short-term view of the human factors
involved. The officers in this hump area
have attained an equity toward prom-
ised retirement that it would be an in-
justice to deny them.

Aside from the rights of the individual
officer, which must receive consideration,
it is in the best interests of the country
that the wealth of military knowledge
and exeprience possessed by the officers
comprising these humps, be banked and
preserved against any future need. This
can be done by the enactment of meas-
sures incorporated in H. R. 7103, which
provides upper limits on the number of
officers who may serve in the higher
grades, while creating for the several
services a reasonable latitude within
which officer career management may
be accomplished.

The present Davis amendment has not
hurt the Marine Corps during this fiseal
year. Nor would the Davis amendment
seriously hurt the Marine Corps during
the next fiscal year if the present limi-
tations contained therein were contin-
ued in effect at their present numerical
value. If, however, the total number of
officers in the Marine Corps were re-
duced, and the grade limitations in the
Davis amendment were reduced in direct
proportion to any reduction in total of-
ficer strength, the results would be near-
1y catastrophic to the careers of a num-
ber of young marine officers. It is of
particular concern to me, and it should
be of equal concern to every Member of
this body, that this disaster will strike
first and hardest at Marine Corps cap-
tains, rather than at the higher grades.

It does not seem unreasonable to ex-
pect that the officer strength of the
Marine Corps may be reduced as a result
of the suspension of active fighting in
Korea, or as a result of the New Look.
Nor does it seem unreasonable to expect
that proponents of the Davis amendment
might advocate that “all grades receive
a proportionate cut.” They might well
say: “Our limitation has not hurt them
so far. Why not continue it propor-
tionately?”

What would happen if this type of
thinking were to prevail? I believe that
the Members should know that if pro-
portionate limitations continue to be
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applied to the Marine Corps officer
structure, and if the officer strength of
the Marine Corps were to be reduced to
17,000 in 1956 and to 16,000 in 1957 and
1958, we can expect the following results:

The first effect would be felt in 1958,
when further promotions to the grades
of colonel and lieutenant colonel would
be curtailed, while numerous officers
then serving as lieutenant colonels would
be reduced to the grade of major, and
only a small percentage of the planned
promotion of captains to the grade of
major could be effected. Similar read-
justments would occur in 1957. The ef-
fect on morale that such a reversal of
the normal career cycle would have is
not hard to imagine,

The actual cumulative effect of the
above disruptions are much more serious.
These disruptions would require that 351
out of the 450 captains due for promo-
tion during fiscal year 1957 would have
to be passed over. These officers, be-
cause they could not be promoted when
due after completing 12 years of com-
missioned service, would be forced to
leave the service in fiscal year 1958, in
order to maintain the flow of promotion
embodied in present law. If we discount
the incalculable damage this occurrence
will inflict on career attractiveness, and
confine ourselves to an examination of
the dollar loss to the Government this
action would incur, we find that it can
be very conservatively estimated at
$25,011,000. This figure approximates
the monetary outlay for such items as
pay, allowance for subsistence and quar-
ters, incentive pay, and so forth, which
would have been paid over a 13-year
period to the 351 officers severed, and
would include the $3,370,650 severance
pay, required by law to be paid to these
officers on their forced separation from
the service.

If the Members will compare the mon-
etary cost—$25 million—required to an-
nihilate 351 Marine captains—some-
thing which only this Congress can do—
with the annual cost of supporting the
reasonable career plan inherent in H. R.
7103—which amounts to a maximum of
$1,250,000 during its first year only and
far less thereafter—there can exist no
doubt that it is not only absolutely neces-
sary, but also financially prudent, to pro-
vide reasonable career opportunities for
professional Marine officers.

In addition, the Members should be
made aware that the damage we can
expect during 1957 will be followed dur-
ing 1958 by the prospect that an addi-
tional 331 career Marine captains will
have completed 12 years of commis-
sioned service and will have to be passed
over for promotion to major and, sub-
sequently, severed during 1959 in order
to maintain normal promotion flow.
This will amount to a further dollar
loss to the Government of $23,997,000,
in addition to the awful loss in those
intangible values, both to the individuals
and to the Marine Corps, which can only
be estimated. However, all these things
need not happen, and, indeed, will not
happen if we act now to forestall their
gccurrence by the adoption of H. R.

103.

Gentlemen, the rather startling infor-

mation I have just presented to you
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comprises only a part of the great vol-
ume of technical information gained by
the Armed Services Committee during
hearings on this subject. I, for one, am
absolutely certainly that further pur-
suance of a short-term, year-to-year
system of legislative limitations on the
officer grade structure, will be ruinous.
If such a policy would actually save
money, it perhaps could be supported.
Since, in fact, it results in eriminal waste
of hjghly qualiﬁed officer personnel,
while demanding the addition of mil-
lions of dollars to the Federal budget
for the next few years, the short-term
policy reflected by the Davis amendment
must be permanently abandoned.

It is the duty of this body to know and
to evaluate the military officer person-
nel needs of our country. It then is our
further duty to translate those needs
into legislation which reasonably may
be expected to provide the military forces
with officers in the quantity, as well as
the quality, required for national secur-
ity. I believe that H. R. 7103 goes far
toward providing for the legitimate re-
quirements for officers in each of our
military services. It therefore merits
your favorable consideration.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. BaTes]l.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, we owe
a great debt of gratitude to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis]. I
think it is safe to say that if it had nof
been for his efforts and devotion to duty
this bill would not be before us here
today.

I would also like to congratulate our
most learned counsel, J. Russell Bland-
ford, who has written a splendid, well-
rounded, and comprehensive report ex-
plaining the bill and who has worked
diligently and tirelessly on this measure
for almost a year; also the chairman, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDsS]
and the able gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Kpay] for their contributions to
this legislation.

Complicated as this legislation is, the
issues it presents are extremely simple.
We can take our choice between two
kinds of officer corps in our armed serv=
ices. If we enact this legislation we will
not be offering any careers on a silver
platter, but we will be setting up a frame-
work for career opportunities which will
be a challenge to the best of our young
men. Or, we can refuse to pass this leg-
islation, make the matter of officer pro-
motions an issue every year, and expect
to procure our officer corps on a short-
term basis, stimulated only by threat of
the draft. But let us recognize right
now that if we legislate on the short-
term basis it will cost us more money
for lower quality.

I happen to believe that national se-
curity demands that our Armed Forces
have officers who are professionals and
who are dedicated to national defense as
their lifework. We are spending bil-
lions on weapons. We need enthusias-
tic, intelligent minds to direct the use of
those weapons.

The Navy presents a good example of
the implications of this issue. Histori-
cally, in the peacetime Navy most of the
officers have been career officers. They
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have been measured by tough standards,
to make sure that we have a nucleus
which in time of war can be spread thin.
The apparatus of modern naval warfare
requires a solid core of experts.

Competition is built into the Navy
promotion system, and it is competition
among regulars. An officer is not al-
lowed to settle back and decide that he
has gone far enough for comfort. Offi-
cers who are not selected for promotion
when they are due are out of active serv-
ice. Because there are not nearly as
many jobs at the top as there are at the
bottom—only the best survive.

Even in this tough league, young men
have accepted the challenge. They were
willing to take their chances because
they knew the chances they faced. The
Navy could plan ahead and spread the
opportunities for promotion fairly. But
recently we have been reminding these
young men, and all those who are com-
ing along, that we will review the bid-
ding every year.

In the Navy, remember, changing the
prospects for promotion does not mean
merely a little longer period of waiting.
It means that the same number of offi-
cers must compete for a reduced num-
ber of vacancies. It means more losers,
and the career of every loser comes to a
dead end. The biggest loser is the United
States Government—Iloser by immediate
outlay for severance pay or, in some
cases, retirement pay, and loser of a
much larger investment in training and
experience. And how many young men
will accept a hopeless situation as a life-
time prospect?

Why, you might ask, should there be
any effect on promotions when the ac-
tual numbers in the current limitation
are numbers taken directly from the
Navy plans? There is no such effect on
promotions this year. But none of us
can give any guaranty that such an in-
nocuous procedure will hold every year
for the future.

Actually, these apparently harmless
limitations this year have dynamite in
them. If we should assume that this
proportionate distribution is correct for
every year, and can be applied to any
strength of the officer corps we would
run into disaster very quickly. In the
very near future we would be losing 60
to 80 percent of the officers coming up
to the promotion points in various
grades,

There are two reasons why the long-
range problem cannot be solved by a
simple formula. One reason is that our
huge procurement of officers during the
war, many of whom became career offi-
cers, has left us with large groups of
officers of nearly the same seniority. To
absorb and spread these humps the pro-
motion plans of the Navy, for instance,
must make allowances from time to time
to prevent wholesale losses of these valu-
able officers. It is a long-range problem
which requires administrative elbow-
room. The other reason is that in the
nature of things the proportion of senior
officers in a reduced establishment is
larger than in an expanded service., The
long-range plans must recognize this
phenomenon.

A second element in the legislation
now before us involves voluntary retire-
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ment. The last two appropriation bills
have prevented voluntary retirement in
the armed services, In the years that
lie ahead of us a continuation of this
annual restriction on voluntary retire-
ment would work against this country’s
best interest.

The recruiting incentive of voluntary
retirement is known to all of us. Re-
tirement after 20 years service has been
as popular in the public mind as “Join
the Navy and see the world” yet those
officers who have sought voluntary re-
tirement upon completing 20 years are
so few as to be negligible. Only one-
half of 1 percent of the officers complet-
ing 20 to 25 years service have retired
voluntarily. Only 214 percent of the offi-
cers completing 25 to 30 years commis-
sioned service have retired voluntarily.
While the thought of retirement looms
large in the minds of most officers few
officers desire to avail themselves when
the time comes.

Voluntary retirement has always been
a strong ineentive for a young man to
select the Navy as a career. When he
later becomes eligible for such retire-
ment he seldom avails himself of it. Yet
when that retirement is denied, the in-
centive which it provides terminates.
The history of voluntary retirement
shows that it provides a recruiting in-
centive of great proportion, while the use
actually made of the benefit is extremely
small.

It should be noted that even when an
officer does retire voluntarily it is not a
case of an additional retirement from
the Navy. The narrowing of the com-
mand pyramid in its ascending grades
requires the separation of officers in each
grade annually. The voluntary retire-
ment of one officer substitutes his sepa-
ration from the service for that of an
officer who would otherwise be involun-
tarily separated. The result is that two
officers obtain what they desire—one re-
tiring who desires to and another re-
maining on active duty who desires to—
rather than each being denied what he
wishes.

We have everything to gain and noth-
ing to lose through regulating promo-
tions and retirement in long-range legis-
lation rather than annual legislation.
The bill now before us provides an able
means of doing this.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr, ViNson].

Mr. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, I whole=-
heartedly endorse the remarks of the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

‘This is one of the most important sub-
jects this session of the Congress will
consider, since the bill before the House
deals with the careers of the men who
now lead our Armed Forces and whom
you will expect to bring victory to this
Nation in the event of a third world war.

While this is a very technical subject,
nevertheless what is involved here really
boils down to a few simple propositions.
The problem, as I see it, is to enact into
law something that should have been
contained in the Officer Personnel Act of
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1947. I think we were a little bit too
optimistic in 1947 when we didn't impose
ceilings on temporary promotions for
the Army and the Air Force and when
we imposed the same ceilings in the Navy
and Marine Corps for temporary pro-
motions that are applicable to perma-
nent promotions, This bill solves that
problem on a sliding-scale basis. It is
based on the simple proposition that as
the number of officers on active duty in-
creases the proportion of senior officers
to the total number of officers decreases.
And it also works the other way—that
is, as the total number of officers on ac-
tive duty decreases the number of senior
officers likewise decreases although the
proportion will be higher because the
basic organization does not change.

On November 30, 1953, we had an Army
of 1,500,634 men and women; of this
number 8.5 percent were commissioned
officers. In other words, we had 128,138
commissioned officers in the Army on
active duty.

In the Air Force, on November 30, 1953,
we had 923,917 men and women; 12.85
percent were officers. We had a total of
118,742 Air Force officers on active duty.

In the Navy, on that same date, we
had 771,367 men and women on active
duty and 9.8 percent were officers, for
a total commissioned officer strength of
75,623,

In the Marine Corps we had a total
of 252,607 men and women on active
duty of which 7.07 percent were officers.
‘We had a total of 17,848 officers on ac-
tive duty in the Marine Corps.

Thus, you can see that the ratio of
officers to enlisted personnel varies with
the highest ratio being in the Air Force
and the lowest in the Marine Corps.

Now, what do all of these officers do?
Well, it would take me many weeks to
explain to this House the multitude of
assignments which these officers fll,
but basically they lead the young men of
our Nation who are a part of our Armed
Forces. And our Armed Forces, whether
we like it or not, are only as good as the
officers who lead them.

Many of these officers are performing
duties not directly related to their own
particular branch of the service. They
are performing duties which you and I
have imposed upon them as the result
of many different acts of Congress.
They are overseeing the spending of bil-
lions of dollars, they are assisting the free
nations in preparing their defenses—
but all of them are working for one
common goal—the defense of America
and the preservation of freedom every-
where.

So when we whittle away at our officer
corps, we whittle away at the backbone
of our defense structure.

Now, the other simple proposition in-
volved in this bill is that of enacting
permanent legislation on this matter of
temporary promotions which will remove
the uncertainty and the confusion and
sometimes serious mistakes that other-
wise inevitably occur when another Com-
mittee in an honest effort to put on the
brakes gets wrong information because
it has been hastily supplied.

We all recall the first Davis amend-
ment in the 1953 Defense Appropriations
Act which could have forced the actual
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demotion of some 5,000 senior lieutenants
in the Navy. That was a mistake on
the part of the Navy but it was a mistake
that I think we can all well understand.
The Navy was requested to supply
figures on a very rapid basis and those
figures turned out to be wrong. Con-
gress remedied the situation but the ef-
fect upon the morale of officers every-
where in our Armed Forces undoubtedly
was quite serious.

Now, this bill will remove that uncer-
tainty and it will let the armed services
plan their promotions on a reasonable
basis, looking into the future, without
the necessity of facing a numerical lim-
itation each year, based upon what each
session of the Congress may consider to
be a proper distribution.

We just cannot operate a career sys-
tem any other way. It is all right to
control the money; it is all right to limit
funds for pay; but let the services live
within the money limitation with the
flexibility necessary to preserve this
most complex, but extremely necessary
promotion system.

Now the other side of this problem
deals with possible undersirable conse-
quences. Here I have to resort to con-
jecture because if we do not pass this
bill, I do not know what numerical limi-
tation the Appropriations Committee
may place in the next appropriation act
for the officer distribution among the
armed services. And that is the big
problem. What worries me and what
worries the armed services, and partic-
ularly the young officers who are consid-
ering making the armed services a career,
is the possibility that the Congress will
say that the numerical limitation which
were imposed in this year's appropria-
tion act did no harm so, therefore, we
will use that as a basis for a numerical
limitation in the next appropriation act,
reducing those numbers as the total size
of the armed services reduces in size.
Or increasing the number of officers, in
the case of the Air Force, in proportion to
the increase contemplated for the Air
Force. The point is we cannot use the
Davis amendment as a basis for future
adjustments upwards and downwards.
It just is not that simple.

But if the Congress should insist upon
these numerical limitations and should
the Congress use the Davis amendment
as a basis for future numerical limita=
tions then I want to tell you right here
and now that there are going to be pretty
serious consequences flowing from that
action. If we do that, then we are go-
ing to have a forced separation of a fan-
tastic number of regular officers in the
Navy and Marine Corps and a forced
separation of many reservists now serv-
ing on continuous active duty in the
Army and Air Force. The cost will be
staggering not only in the financial bene=
fits which will be paid to these regular
officers, but also in the loss of trained
manpower. I want to make that point
clear because as complicated as this sub-
ject is, I think every Member should be
aware of the results that might take
place if the legislation should fail.

Now, I want to say this in all serious-
ness to the Appropriations Committee
and to the gentleman from Wisconsin—
no one has been hurt in the Armed
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Forces under the present limitation con-
tained in the Defense Appropriation Act
of 1954. No one has been denied promo-
tion yet. The figures that are the pres-
ent limitations were given to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin, or to his subcom-
mittee, by the armed services themselves
and as a result no one has been hurt.
But that does not remove the uncer=-
fainty in the minds of young men who
point to this limitation as the reason why
they will not make the armed services a
career. They simply do not want to enter
a career subject to the unpredictable
limitations that may be imposed by each
successive session of Congress. It is as
simple as that.

Now, there are some among you who
are going to look at the charts in the re-
port—and I want to say that we have
tried to present the entire picture in the
report so no one can accuse us of holding
back information, but someone is going
to say, “Why have not the services pro-
moted to the limitations now contained
in the Davis amendment?"” This is true
as of now, but if you will look at the
charts, you will see that all of the serv-
ices except the Navy do plan to have a
grade distribution on June 30 of this year
approximately the same as that permit-
ted under the Davis amendment.

The reason why the Navy is not going
to the limitations contained in the Davis
amendment is due to the fact that the
numbers supplied to the Appropriations
Committee were based on an average
strength, but in conference the limita-
tion was made effective as against an end
strength. The Davis amendment does
not go into effect until the last quarter
of this fiscal year.

Now, some of you are going to say that
this bill would permit a higher grade dis-
tribution than that which the armed
services proposes to have on June 30,
1954. That also is true, but I do not
think we can overemphasize the fact that
the proposed legislation is aimed at tak-
ing into consideration all of the various
complicated situations that must arise
under the promotion system.

In other words, as people move up in
grade and as they complete years of serv-
ice they become eligible for promotion
and they must be considered for promo-
tion and either promoted or eliminated.
Unfortunately, we do not have that nice
balance that would be so highly desir-
able that permits an even flow of men
each year. Wars, emergencies, increases
and decreases in the strength of our
Armed Forces, integration programs,
and all of the other factors involved in
our complex international situation pre-
vent that.

So the bill must take into considera-
tion all of those possibilities and likeli-
hoods, even though there will be many
years, on this sliding-scale system, when
the services will not promote to the ceil-
ings established in this bill.

Now remember that word “ceiling”
because that is what this bill imposes on
this grade-distribution system. It is not
an authorization; it is not a mandate to
the services to promote to the figures
permitted in this bill; it is a ceiling be-
yond which they cannot promote. And
the services are just as anxious to avoid
an awkward unbalanced grade distribu-
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tion as you are because they have to live
with the problem every day. They have
the careers of these officers in their
hands, and they know how important a
reasonable and normal flow of promotion
is to maintaining morale in our Armed
Forces.

Now someone may say, “Well, your
whole distribution system is based upon
officer strength; why is it not based upon
total strength? Why do not you write
a bill that will permit a certain number of
officers in each grade depending upon the
total number of persons serving on ac-
tive duty in each of our Armed Forces?”
The answer is simple. It would be un-
realistic to man the services within a
fixed ratio of officers to enlisted men.
How could any bill be written basing dis-
tribution upon total strensth and try to
take into consideration the type of de-
crease or increase which might be ef-
fected in the years to come? For ex-
ample, in the present expansion of the
Air Force, as more wings are placed in
operation, the number of officers re-
quired to man those wings increases out
of proportion to the total increase in
strength. In an operating wing you
need more officers because you have
pilots, copilots, navigators, and all of the
other technical persons necessary to
make an operating wing effective.

Suppose we reduced the Army by four
divisions. The number of officers re-
quired to man a division is less in pro-
portion to the enlisted strength than in
the overall strength in the Army because
those are the men who are manning
basic weapons. But just because you
decrease by 4 divisions does not neces-
sarily mean that you will decrease the
number of officers required in the techni-
cal services to provide for the 16 remain-
ing divisions. It may be just as easy for
1 officer to be charged with the responsi-
bility for shipping supplies to 20 divi-
sions as for 16 divisions. So you see
you could not base a distribution of
officers on total strength because you
would never know where the decrease or
increase in total strength would take
place. If it takes place in technical
services, you could decrease your officers.
But if it takes place in the combat forces
alone, then the number of officers will
not be decreased in proportion to the
contemplated decrease in total strength.

Now, someone is probably going to ask,
“Wwell, why do you talk about career
planning and a normal flow of promo-
tion when there are so many officers al-
ready serving in 1 or 2 temporary grades
above their permanent grades? Is not
this forced separation of Regulars limited
to permanent promotions?”

The answer to that question is funda-
mental to this whole problem. It in-
volves requirements—that is—the grade
spread considered necessary to properly
carry out the missions assigned to each
service. It also involves the whole pro=
motion system.

I think no one seriously disagrees with
the principle that a laborer is worthy of
his hire. And, following that principle,
I think we can all agree that an officer
is entitled to the grade and pay that
goes with the responsibility he is asked
to assume. That is why we give him a
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promotion, and then give him added re-
sponsibility. That promotion may be a
temporary one if the service has in-
ereased to such an extent that more offi-
cers are needed to do the jobs that must
be done. But, in some cases, those pro-
motions are ahead of schedule—that is—
Regular and Reserve officers are ad-
vanced in grade ahead of the time they
normally would receive a permanent pro-
motion. And that is a temporary pro-
motion.

Now, on the other hand, we have to
analyze the different promotion systems
because if a Regular officer fails to get
a temporary promotion in the Army or
the Air Force, no penally is extracted
from him. In other words, it is not con-
sidered a passover.

But in the Navy and Marine Corps, if
a Regular officer fails of selection to a
temporary grade under the Officer Per-
sonnel Act, he does pay a penalty, be-
cause after the second failure of selec-
tion he must be forcibly separated or
retired.

Now, in the Army and the Air Forese,
Regular officers must be promoted to
permanent grades, if they are qualified,
even though no vacancies exist. In
other words, after T years of service, a
Regular officer, if qualified, must be pro-
moted to permanent captain; after 14
years he must be promoted to permanent
major; and after 21 years, he must be
promoted to permanent lieutenant colo-
nel. And here we run into the danger
of a limitation such as that contained
in the Defense Appropriation Act, be-
cause if the limitation is too small, these
officers must be promoted and other offi-
cers serving in that temporary grade
must be demoted, or additional career
reservists must be forced off active duty.

In the Marine Corps, Regular officers
must be considered for promotion to
major after 12 years of service, but if
no vacancy exists, or if the vacancies are
sosmall that only a few can be promoted,
then a heavy forced separation must
take place.

This same situation is true in the
grades of lieutenant, lieutenant com-
mander, and commander in the Navy.

That is why we are so concerned about
career planning.

Now some one may say this limitation
is fine, but why does it not include cap-
tains and lieutenants? It stops at ma-
Jjors, or their equivalent. Well, again the
answer is simple. A great many of the
officers on active duty in the services are
in the grades of lieutenant and captain
and if we tried to impose limitations on
a sliding scale basis we would be fore-
ing these officers either to lower grades
or we would be compelling them to as-
sume the responsibility of a captain or
‘a first lieutenant without giving them
the right to serve in the grade and to
draw the pay of a captain or first lieu-
tenant. We have a large number of
these officers in this position today, and
we don’'t want to make the situation
worse. We are going to have to use re-
servists in large numbers for the fore-
seeable future, and I do not think we
want to pass a law that will penalize
these young officers even though their
promotions to those grades will be a little
faster than would normally be expected

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

under the theory of the Officer Personnel
Act. We make an exception in those
cases and rightfully so. The only effect
of a sliding scale system below the grade
of major would be to seriously hurt a
large number of reserve officers now
serving on active duty and those who
will enter on active duty in the future.
These are the officers who live with their
men daily and who assume the respon-
sibilities of company commanders, pla-
toon leaders, and executive officers of
companies, and they are entitled to the
pay and grade of the responsibility they
must assume.

Now I would like to mention one other
feature of this bill and that is the pro-
vision which authorizes the suspension
of the proposed law in time of war or
national emergency hereafter declared
by the President or the Congress. Why
is this in the bill? Well, the answer
again is simple. If we go to war or we
have an all-out emergency short of war
we are going to call a lot of reservists to
active duty and they will be entering in
all grades. It would be absoclutely im-
possible to operate in the early stages
of such a war or emergency on a sliding
scale system such as that proposed in
this bill.

But in something short of a national
emergency or total war, the bill provides
that the sliding scale system will apply
even though the total officer strength ex-
ceeds the tables in the proposed legisla-
tion. In other words, the sliding scale
system which envisions a proportional
decrease in senior officers as the total
number of officers on active duty in-
creases will continue even beyond the
tables in the proposed bill unless the
Congress or the President declares a na-
tional emergency or unless the Congress
declares a war. It is simply a question
of degree. But in writing permanent
legislation, we have got to take into con-
sideration all possibilities.

Now, let us take a look at just what this
bill will do in the case of the Air Force.

On November 30, 1953, there were
118,742 commissioned officers of the Air
Force on active duty. That is every sin-
gle commissioned officer. At that time
there were T generals, 20 lieutenant gen-
erals, 130 major generals, and 214 briga-
dier generals, or a total of 371 general
officers.

Now the planned end-strength con-
templated by the Air Force for June 30
of this year involves 9 generals, 23 lieu-
tenant generals, 152 major generals, and
244 brigadier generals, for a total of 428
general officers. Now, that is what the
Davis limitation permits in exactly that
grade distribution. Now, what would
our hill do for generals?

"~ Well, the Air Force intends to have
130,799 commissioned officers on active
duty on June 30 of this year. So if we
look at the table in the bill we will see
that for a strength of 130,799 commis-
sioned officers, the Air Force would be
permitted to have a total of 435 general
officers. That is 7T more general officers
than the Davis amendment permits and
7 more general officers than the budget
permits. Obviously they would not im-
mediately promote 7 colonels to brigadier
generals, because they prefer to stay
within the budget estimates, but if it be-

March 11

came necessary for the proper operation
of the Air Force they could have 7 more
general officers.

Now, you will notice in the report that
the charts for the Air Force show that
under our bill for a strength of 130,799
officers in the Air Force there could
be 9 generals, 23 lieutenant generals, 185
major generals, and 218 brigadier gen-
erals. Actually, our bill does not limit
the number of lieutenant generals and
generals since those are the positions of
importance designated by the President.
But our bill does provide that not more
than 50 percent of the general officers
may be serving above the grade of briga-
dier general. Now that is the normal
distribution for such officers and is simi-
lar in that respect to the Navy law which
provides that half of the rear admirals of
the unrestricted line can be rear admi-
rals of the upper half.

We do not attempt in our bill to spell
out the number of generals and lieu-
tenant generals that each service may
have since those are positions to be desig-
nated by the President. Insofar as
money is concerned for four-star gen-
erals and lieutenant generals, it amounts
to practically nothing because the basic
pay, subsistence, and quarters allowance
for a general or admiral or a lieutenant
general or vice admiral is the same as
that for a major general. The only dif-
ference is that a lieutenant general or a
vice admiral gets a special allowance of
$500 a year and a full general or a full
admiral gets an allowance of $2,200 a
year.

The sum and substance of what I have
said amounts to this: under our bill on
June 30, 1954, for 130,799 officers, the
Air Force would be allowed to have 435
general officers, of whom 50 percent could
be serving in the grades above brigadier
general. That is 7T more than what the
Davis amendment permits for the same
officer strength. The Air Force grade
structure for general officers is based
upon requirements, and we think those
requirements have been justified.

Now in the next fiscal year, the Air
Force plans to have 137,788 commis-
sioned officers on active duty on June 30,
1955. 'Their budget estimates contem-
plate 9 generals, 23 lieutenant generals,
157 major generals, and 259 brigadier
generals. Under our bill they could have
224 brigadier generals and 224 officers
serving above the grade of brigadier gen-
eral. But in both cases, under the budget
estimate and under our bill, the Air Force
would be limited to a ceiling of 448 gen-
eral officers.

Now in the grade of colonel, lieutenant
colonel, and major, the situation is dif-
ferent. On November 30, 1953, the Air
Force had 4,250 colonels. They plan fo
have 4,349 colonels on June 30, 1954, and
the Davis limitation permits them to
have 4,349 colonels. The reason for that
is that the Davis amendment was based
upon the budget estimates presented to
the Appropriations Committee. And the
Air-Force has not altered its promotion
plans for this fiscal year. Now under our
bill, however, for the same total strength
in officers, that is, 130,799 officers, the
Air Force would be permitted to have
5,290 colonels. That is 941 more colonels
than the budget estimate and the Davis
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limitation permits. This is based upon
requirements and on the whole theory of
promotion which we have been discussing
here today. It does not mean that the
Air Force will promote 941 lieutenant
colonels, but it does mean that at some
date in the future it may be necessary,
and if funds are available it would be
desirable, to have 5,290 colonels for an
officer strength in the Air Force of 130,799
officers.

Now on lieutenant colonels, the ceiling
for June 30, 1954, exceeds by 2,375 the
number now contained in the Davis
limitation. Likewise, it exceeds by 3,025
the number of majors permitted under
the Davis limitation. And all the rea-
sons that have been given today apply
with even greater force to these grades.

The Air Force budget estimates for
June 30, 1955, contemplate 4,806 colonels
out of a total number of 137,788 officers
while our ceiling based on that number
of officers on active duty would be 5,437
colonels. This is based upon require-
ments and the eventual projected pro-
motions necessary to maintain career
planning that has already been discussed
here today.

On June 30, 1955, the Air Force con-
templates having 9,100 lieutenant col-
onels, whereas our bill would establish a
ceiling of 11,230 lieutenant colonels. On
June 30, 1955, the Air Force plans to have
22,385 majors, whereas our bill would
establish a ceiling of 25,153 majors. I
want to repeat that what our bill estab-
lishes as a ceiling will not, and should
not, be construed as an authorization,
but is based upon requirements and the
desirability of some day attaining that
grade distribution if funds are available,
for the proper manning of the Air Force,
and in order to maintain the long-range
career planning that we are discussing.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Commitiee
on Armed Services, acting together as
always, has worked hard on this bill, as
the printed hearings will show. We be-
lieve we have solved the problem which
has necessitated action by the Appro-
priations Committee for the past 2 years,
and we hope that this will make unneces-
sary any future attempts to impose nu-
merical limitations on temporary pro-
motions. It permits long-range plan-
ning and avoids the confusion and un-
certainty that is the inevitable result of
a numerical limitation imposed every
year. I hope that the Members of this
House will react favorably to this bill
and will appreciate the work that has
gone into the development of this bill.
It was written by the committee, not the
Department of Defense. And we think
we have done a good job.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIsHER].

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, the
pending bill is sound, constructive, and
necessary. The details of the measure
have been fully explained by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Arenps] and by
my colleague the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ErLpayl. As has been pointed out,
the measure we now have before us is the
result of weeks of study, hearings, and
preparation. Most of the credit for that
goes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Arenps] and the gentleman from Texas
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[Mr. Empay]l. In addition, Mr. Blan-
ford, the staff member of the Committee
on Armed Services, did his usual brilliant
work in getting this bill prepared and
processed for presentation here. Mr.
Bob Short, clerk and counsel for the
committee, likewise contributed greatly
to the measure and is entitled to a lot of
credit.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose to be served
by this bill is to impose statutory limita-
tions on the number of officers who may
serve in the grades of major and above,
or their equivalent, on active duty in the
armed services, and, as pointed out in the
report, to repeal two provisions of the
1954 Defense Appropriation Act which
deals with promotion and retirement.
The bill deals primarily with the subject
of temporary promotions.

There has been much confusion on
these subjects in recent years. This has
been bad for morale, and corrective leg-
islatio.a is overdue, This bill should re=
move much of that confusion and en-
able the armed services to have a better
understanding of their rights and just
what they have a right to expect in mat-
ters of promotion. It should be prompt-
ly enacted.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Harpy].

Mr. HARDY. Mr, Chairman, I just
want primarily to congratulate and
commend the chairman of our subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Arenps] for the tireless effort he has put
into this legislation. It was a very diffi-
cult piece of legislation, and he has
worked hard and diligently on it. Those
of us on this side of the aisle tried to
help him as best we could, but it was a
difficult job, a wvery technical job. I
think we have brought in a good bill.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. SHoORT], chairman of
the committee.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I had
hoped, in 1947, that never again would
it be necessary for me to stand in the
well of this House and try to explain the
complexities—the almost staggering in-
tricacies—the fantastically complicated
promotion system which became the
Officer Personel Act of 1947. That act
established a system of promotion in our
Armed Forces aimed at reducing exces-
sive forced separation, and at the same
time permitting reasonable promotion
of officers in competition with their fel-
low officers, throughout the wvarious
grades from lieutenant to general. It
envisioned a normal career for a young
officer who would serve a certain number
of years in each grade and then in com-
petition with officers of his same class
would be advanced, if qualified, to the
next higher grade. In the process, some
would leave the service because of their
failure to be selected; others would re-
sign; and death and disability would
overtake others. All told, the law, in
general terms, was intended to provide
a sound basis for career planning for
officers in our Armed Forces. It estab-
lished specific percentages with respect
to the number of regular officers who
could serve in permanent grades in each
of the various grades. Basically, it was
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intended to meet the needs of a normal
peacetime armed force, although the
act took into consideration the fact that
for some years to come there would have
to be certain adjustments, and thus pro-
visions for temporary promotions were
also authorized,

Now there is where the problem has
arisen—in the field of temporary pro-
motions. The Officer Personnel Act
does not place a ceiling upon the num-
ber of officers who may serve in tempo-
rary grades in the Army and Air Force.
And while there are percentage ceilings
on the number of officers who may serve
in temporary grades in the Navy and
Marine Corps it is obvious that those
ceilings are far too liberal, and as a re-
sult cannot be considered to be re-
strictive.

It was, for that reason, I am sure, that
the Appropriations Committee saw fit to
impose numerical limitations on the
number of officers who could serve in the
grade of captain and above in the De-
fense Appropriation Act of 1953. How-
ever, in hastily supplying figures to the
Appropriations Committee, the Navy
made a very grievous mistake and as a
result the Defense Appropriation Act of
1953 could have forced the actual de-
motion of some 5,000 naval senior lieu-
tenants. When this matter was brought
to our attention we prepared legislation
to remedy the situation and the Con-
gress very quickly and very generously
enacted that legislation into law.

Then in the Defense Appropriation
Act of 1954 the Appropriations Com-
mittee again saw fit to impose numerical
limitations on the number of officers
who could serve in the grade of major
and above, or their equivalent, in the
Armed Forces,

Now the figures that are contained in
the present so-called Davis amendment
were supplied by each of the armed
services and to date those limitations
have not worked a hardship upon any
officer in the armed services. In other
words, I wish to make it clear at the out-
set that no one has yet been hurt, this
year, as a result of the numerical limita-
tions contained in the Defense Appro-
priation Act.

And I also want to say this—the Com-
mittee on Armed Services has been
aware for some time of the lack of ade-
quate statutory limitations on temporary
promotions. While we are opposed to
limitations in appropriation acts which
disrupt orderly planning, nevertheless
the so-called Davis limitations, in the
last two appropriation acts, have brought
to the attention of this House the neces-
sity for legislation such as that which we
propose here today.

There is a definite need for ceilings
on temporary promotions and we think
that we have prepared legislation which
will answer those who have been critical
of the lack of limitations on temporary
promotions.

Now one thing must be kept clear in
mind throughout this debate; this is per=-
manent law. So long as there are Re-
serve officers on active duty in the Navy,
Marine Corps, Air Force, and Army,
there will be a need for temporary pro-
motions—and from what I can observe
we are going to have to mainiain an
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Armed Force -in the neighborhood of 3
million men for a long time to come.

So what we have done is prepare legis=-
lation which will approach the require-
ments of the services and at the same
time establish ceilings on temporary pro-
motions which will meet all reasonable
situations.

The objection to a yearly numerical
limitation is that it disrupts long-range
planning, and may, under some circum-
stances, bring about the undesirable
consequences of excessive loss of trained
ofiicer personnel as well as considerable
financial loss.

When I refer to the objections to a
yearly numerical limit, I am referring to
the possibility that in the future, as the
Armed Forces decrease in size, the so-
called Davis amendment may be used as
the basis for dewnward adjustment for
officer strength. If you will read the re-
port, you will see how such a possibility,
if put into effect, could have rather dev-
astating results.

I will not attempt to explain the pro-
motion systems now in effect for each of
the armed services, except to say that
the Army and Air Force have one sys-
tem and the Navy and Marine Corps have
.another system. And within the Navy
-there is even the more complicated pro-
cedure of the so-called running-mate
system which applies to the several staff
.corps of the Navy. In the Army and Air
Force Regular officers must be considered
for promotion and promoted if qualified
after a specific number of years of serv-
ice in each grade. In the Navy there
are normal years of service in grade, upon
the completion of which officers must be
considered for promotion or forcibly
separated.

If we should attemrt to legislate from
year to year and establish numerical
limitations beyond which the services
could not promote, and if we use the
present limitations contained in the De-
fense Appropriation Act of 1954 as the
- basis of adjustment as the size of the
. Armed Forces decreases, I can assure you
that you will have forced attrition in the
Navy and Marine Corps which will be
heavier than anything ever heretofore
experienced. If you will read the re-
port, you will get a pretty clear picture
of what could take place.

Now bear in mind that we are trying
to pass permanent legislation which will
solve this problem for years to come. It
does not follow that the ceilings that are
contained in this proposed legislation will
be attained each year. It is important
to keep that in mind. At the same time
I think it must also be remembered that
there will be years, in the future, particu-
larly for the Navy and Marine Corps,
when the ceilings contained in this pro-
pcsed law will be attained, because that
is the way your promotion system
operates.

For example, in fiscal 1956, there will
be a certain number of captains in the
Marine Corps who will complete 12 years
of total service. They must then be con-
sidered for promotion to major. If the
limitations then in effect on the grade
of major are based on the present Davis
amendment and adjusted downward if
the Marine Corps total strength de-
creases in size, the Marine Corps will be
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required to consider, for promotion, a
large number of officers and put into ef-
fect an attrition rate that may be as high
as 78 percent. Now keep that in mind.
Under certain circumstances, if we were
to project the Davis limitation into the
future for the Marine Corps, decreased
as the size of the Marine Corps decreases,
then 78 captains out of every hundred
eligible for consideration for promotion
to major must fail of sclection and the
following year, upon the second failure
of selection, which again would be re-
quired because of the lack of vacancies,
those officers would be separated from
the service and paid severance pay.
That severance pay would amount to
2 months' pay for each year of service
not to exceed a total of 2 years' pay.
Think of the cost involved. And think
of the loss of trained manpower. Think
what it costs to train an officer today—
think what it costs to train a pilot, and
bear in mind that some of them would
be pilots, and then remember that unless
we have a reasonable flow of promotion
and reasonable limitations such as are
proposed in this bill, we might bring
about that fantastic attrition rate.

If the Davis amendment is projected
-into the future and the.grade distribu-
tion is decreased as the size of the Navy
is decreased then the attrition or forced
separation rates for promotion from
senior lieutenant to lieutenant com-
mander, lieutenant commander to com-
mander, and commander to captain will
increased by 100 percent—from 25 per
100 to 50 per 100.

Now there will be some who will sug-
gest that this will not be necessary be-
cause all the Navy and Marine Corps
have to do is to release reservists in those
grades to make room for those Regulars
who must be promoted. The answer to
that, of course, is that that will have to
be done even under the proposed legisla-
tion. But there will not be enough Re-
serve officers on active duty in the higher
grades to supply these vacancies.

Now it must be remembered that in the
Marine Corps and Navy only 50 percent
of the officers are reservists, with a large
number of those reservists serving in the
junior grades. So there may be a very
heavy attrition rate, or forced separation
rate, extracted in the Navy and Marine
Corps among the Regular officers if we
do not enact legislation which will es-
tablish reasonable ceilings. Even if the
present limitations were continued as
they now are—without change—the
attrition rate would increase substan-
tially.

In the Army and Air Force the situa-
tion is somewhat different. Here 80
percent of the officers are reservists and
even under the proposed legislation,
which is restrictive, some reservists will
have to be released to inactive duty.
The Army and the Air Force will not
apply heavy attrition rates against their
Regulars since there are a sufficient num-
ber of permanent promotions available
for the next few years to absorb the
promotion of Regular officers to perma-
nent grades. And failure of selection to
a temporary grade in the Army and Air
Force does not carry with it the penalty
of forced separation after two passovers.
But I think we must realize that if we
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impose numerical limitations which are
unduly restrictive and are below the re-
quirements for the Army and Air Force
that eventually when officers in the
Army and Air Force are considered for
permanent promotion those who are
Regulars must be promoted and those
who are reservists will have to be re-
leased to make room for the Regulars.
Thus, if the present limitations con-
tained in the Defense Appropriations
Act of 1954 are projected into the future
and decreased proportionally as the size
of the Army decreases, it eventually will
be the Reserve officer in most instances
who wili be forcibly separated and not
the Regular officer. And, the bulk of the
Army snd Air Force officers are re-
servists—many of them career reservists.
Obviously, as the armed services de-
crease in size, Reserve officers must be
released. But the forced release will be
much heavier if the Davis amendment
is used as a basis for future proportinate
decreases.

Now what I have said indicates what
the consequences will be if we should
continue in the future to impose nu-
merical limitations on a year-to-year
basis. That is why the proposed legis-
lation imposes reasonable ceilings which
will permit the services to carry out
long-range promotion plans based upon
normal career planning and actual re-
quirements. In addition, the ceilings
must be sufficiently large to take into
consideration the advancement in grade
of large numbers of integrated Reserve
officers who performed so outstandingly
in World War II and later qualified for
Reguiar commissions.

These men who were given regular
commissions in the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, and Air Force have created so-
called humps. That is, these officers, who
are about the same age and who have
about the same amount of total service
and who are serving in approximately
the same grade, all become eligible for
promotion at about the same time. If
our ceilings are too restrictive, then we
forcibly separate or retire an excessive
number of these people in any given year
in the Navy and Marine Corps, or forci-
bly separate a well-qualified reservist in
the Army and Air Force. The following
year, based upon the same number of
total officers in the services, it is possible
that the ceiling will be larger than is
necessary for that particular year. But
a year or two after that, unless the ceil-
ing is sufficiently large, we again run into
the situation of having officers in about
the same age groups with the same
length of service moving up for promo-
tion as required by law and being forci-
bly separated because of an unduly re-
strictive ceiling.

I realize that all of this is extremely
confusing and very complex, but I must
tell you some of the highlights of the
promotion system so you will understand
why it is so important to enact long-
range legislation. To actually describe
the whole system in detail would take
more time than is practical under the
circumstances.

Let me say this: The Committee on
Armed Services strongly favors reason-

able limitations on temporary promo-

tions to fill a void that now exists in the
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Officer Personnel Act. But those ceil-
ings have got to be large enough to take
care of all of the peculiar situations
whieh inevitably arise in a promotion
system. If we were at peace, and had
been at peace for many years, we could
balance the input of officers with those
who are leaving the service. We could
maintain a constant flow with certain
arrangements for those who exceed the
anticipated normal attrition rates. But,
unfortunately, in the last 14 years this
Nation has had to respond to wars, full
emergencies, limited emergencies, and
countless other international situations
which has not allowed us the luxury of
maintaining a stable armed force for
any period of time.

At the end of World War II when it
became necessary to increase the num-
ber of Regular officers in the Armed
Forces we naturally turned to the re-
servists then serving on active duty as a
source for our Regular officers. And
when Korea came we again turned to our
Reserve officers to fill the requirements
for officers brought about by that situa-
tion. And we realize that for many years
in the future it will be necessary to keep
reservists on active duty. At the same
time it will be necessary to integrate Re-
serve officers into our Regular forces.
As a result, these humps to which I have
referred will not eventually disappear,
they will constantly reoccur in the en-
tire promotion system from second lieu-
tenant to general. And unless this Con-
gress is willing to publicly state that the
reservists now on active duty are expend-
able in order to save dollars, then we
must provide a promotion system that
will give them the consideration to which
they are entitled.

Now I want to say this in connection
with this whole matter: This is not a
Department of Defense measure and it
has not been approved by the Bureau of
the Budget. I do not think the Depart-
ment of Defense or the Bureau of the
Budget gave any formal approval to the
limitations now contained in the Defense
Appropriation Act of 1954, and we did
not think it was necessary to get their
approval to remove these limitations and
impose a sliding-scale system such as
that proposed here today. This bill was
written by a subcommittee and then re-
written by the full Committee on Armed
Services with the assistance of the four
military services. The services ap-
proved this bill because they realized
and hoped, as we do, that it will remove
the necessity for imposing numerical
limitations in each successive appropria-
tion act. The bill will permit the plan-
ning to which I refer and it will let
young men know what their futures hold
if they enter the services on a career
basis. As it is today they only know
that they are subject to the whims and
caprices of the Congress, and they are
not sure that they will ever be promoted.
You cannot expect a young man to buy
a pig in a poke—not in this day and
age,

Now, I know that some of you are
going to say, “Well, let us compare the
present distribution of officers with the
distribution that was in effect during
World War IL.” Well, we might do that,
or we might compare it with the Span-
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ish-American War or the Boxer Rebel-
lion. To me, a comparison of World
War II grade distribution with present
distribution or that proposed in this bill
is like comparing average incomes of
Government workers in 1945 with the
average incomes of Government workers
today. But there is more to it than just
a comparison of incomes. I think if the
Congress is going to compare a World
War II grade distribution with that pro-
posed in this bill, or that now in exist-
ence, then the Congress had also better
ask itself how many additional assign-
ments it has given the armed services
over and above their regular missions.

These figures are all in the report.
You need only read that to see where
some of your generals, your colonels,
your lieutenant colonels, and your majors
are serving; you need think only of uni-
fication and the creation of the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, or Su-
preme Headquarters Allied Powers Eu-
rope; you need think only of the mili-
tary missions and groups that are scat-
tered all over the world; you need think
only of the commitments, the treaties,
and the agreements that this country
has with respect to the defense of the
free world to answer the question why
we cannot compare World War II grade
distribution with present-day distribu-
tion or those proposed in this bill.

Could you expect a major in the Army,
representing the United States to do
business with a general in the French
Army? Do you want an ensign repre-
senting the United States on a com-
mission where the British have an ad-
miral? Those are the problems we give
the armed services who must then sup-
ply the officers that are requested for
these myriad missions. The armed
services did not ask for them. We im-
posed those assignments on the Armed
Forces. The Congress created the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, and the
Congress is responsible for the aid pro-
grams that are now in effect throughout
the world. And when the Department
of State or any other agency or depart-
ment asks the armed services to desig-
nate an officer to represent his service
or the United States in a military mis-
sion or in an assistance group, they want
a senior officer, not a young lieutenant
or a captain. So keep that in mind if
you insist upon a comparison with World
War II distribution. And keep in mind
that Congress passed the Officer Per-
sonnel Act that set up this career plan-
ning; that abolished the idea that ex-
isted in the 1920’s and 1930's that an
officer would serve 16 or 17 years in
grade before being promoted. We real-
ized, in 1947, that we were not going to
have an armed force made up of the
type men we wanted unless we made the
services reasonably attractive from a
promotion viewpoint. So the Congress
passed that law, And we must assume
that Congress approved the theory of the
Officer Personnel Act—the law under
which men have since entered the
Armed Forces to make the service a
career.

‘We must not forget that we are deal-
ing with a different type of overall strat-
egy today. The weapons of world war
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III will be as different as World War IT
weapons were in comparison with World
War I weapons. And you do not get
technicians, electronics specialists, radar
experts, engineers, guided-missiles ex-
perts, and other specialists by offering
them commissions as an ensign or sec-
ond lieutenant with the understanding
that it will be a long time before they
get promoted.

Now these are some of the practical
problems that are involved in this whole
situation. And that is why these ceil-
ings contained in this bill exceed those
now authorized for June 30 of this year
in the present Davis amendment.

Now let us look at this situation.

In the Army, for example, the pro-
posed legislation will permit 19 more
general officers than the present Davis
amendment; it will permit 290 more full
colonels, 570 more lieutenant colonels
and 1,365 more majors. In the Navy,
the proposed legislation would permit
22 more flag officers, 1,600 more captains,
176 fewer commanders, and 1,475 more
lieutenant commanders. In the Marine
Corps the proposed legislation would
authorize as a ceiling on June 30, 1954,
the same number of general officers, but
176 more full colonels, 165 more lieuten-
ant colonels, and 481 more majors. In
the Air Force, the proposed legislation
would permit on June 30, 1954, T more
general officers, 941 more colonels, 2,375
more lieutenant colonels, and 3,025 more
majors than that allowed by the Davis
amendment.

The first reaction to those figures is
that they are excessive.

Well, in the first place let me say that
the services do not intend to promote
people to those ceilings at this time. It
is possible at some future date with the
same number of officers on active duty
that the promotion system will require
that number of officers on active duty
serving in those grades. And I will say
right now that insofar as requirements
are concerned, the services should have
those numbers of officers serving on
active duty in each of those grades.
But they are controlled by dollars, as is
everything else, and they realize that
they cannot always have on active duty
in the various grades the number of
officers necessary in each of these grades.
But the ceilings proposed in this legis-
lation would permit them fo have these
numbers of officers serving in each of
these grades over and above that now
contained in the limitations of the De-
fense Appropriation Act of 1954 if it
becomes necessary to go to those ceilings
to avoid heavy attrition and the forcible
separation of fully qualified reserve offi-
cers serving on continuous active duty.

The point I am trying to make is that
these are ceilings; they are not author-
izations. They are ceilings which will
be reached only when the circumstances
require the attainment of these ceil-
ings. At other times, as indicated by
the planned budgeted strength for 1955,
they will not attain these ceilings. For
example, the budgeted end strength for
the Army on June 30, 1955, contem-
plates 450 general officers. The ceilings
contained in the proposed bill would
permit 505 general officers. The budg-
eted strength for colonels is 4,652 on
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June 30, 1955. The ceiling authorized
for this strength is 5,134. And so on.

If you will refer to the charts in the
report, you will be able to see what the
situation is for each of the services,
Again I want to stress the point that
these are ceilings, not floors; they are
maximum ceilings to avoid the undesir-
able consequences that otherwise would
result if the ceilings were too low. That
is one of the reasons why we cannot leg-
islate numerical limitations every year.

Now, even with these budgeted strength
figures for June 30, 1955, it may be neces-
sary for the services to exceed those
figures, since they are not bound by an
anticipated grade distribution on a
budget estimate. In other words, they
get a specific amount of money to pay
for an estimated number of officers. But
if they find that they have 10, 20, 30, or
100 more officers in a particular grade in
excess of that which they are budgeted
for, they merely reduce the input of
officers temporarily to balance the dol-
lars. In other words, the money con-
trol, which we do not dispute in any way,
is flexible enough to permit long-range
planning. Numerical limitations, upon
which no one can base a promotion plan
until the appropriation is actually in
hand, only permits, at the most, 1 year
planning, which even then is too late to
permit the normal selection process to
take place.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have talked far
too long on this subject and I am sure
there are many, many questions that
will be asked, but I do want to say a few
more things before I close.

This proposed legislation also repeals
the limitation on voluntary retirement.
If you will refer to the report, I think
you will find ample justification for our
action. We think the limitation on vol-
untary retirement has served its purpose
and that we should now restore the priv-
ilege of applying for voluntary retire-
ment—a privilege which has been en-
joyed by officers for many years and
which should not be taken from them
except at a time when we are ordering
reserve officers to active duty on an in-
voluntary basis. If we are going to
change the rules of the game let us do
it for those who plan to enter the armed
services in the future so they will know
what the future holds, but let us keep
faith with the officers who have already
entered the armed services. When there
is an abuse of a privilege, then that
privilege must be restricted or elimi-
nated, but I think the statistics in the
report will prove that this privilege has
not been abused. I could even justify
voluntary retirement on a finanecial basis
but that involves so many ifs and ands
that I will not attempt to do so. I can
only say that it is time that we elimi-
nated this restriction on voluntary re-
tirement in order that our officers may
know that we will keep faith with them
to the best of our ability.

Mr, Chairman, I cannot too strongly
stress the importance of this proposed
legislation with respect to that “hard
core of professional soldiers” to which
the President of the United States re-
ferred in his state of the Union message.
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We have all witnessed a constant whit-
tling away of benefits heretofore enjoyed
by service personnel. We have seen
commissaries threatened, the attempt
made to cut down medical and dental
care of dependents, severe restrictions
placed on the shipment of household ef-
fects, restrictions imposed on voluntary
retirement, and limitations placed upon
officer promotions.

We are playing with dynamite—be-
cause we are endangering our security
by attempting .o economize at the ex-
pense of the people who keep us a free
Nation.

I am not going to wave the flag and
make a patriotic speech about our Armed
Forces, but I am going to say this: The
officers in our Armed Forces are the
leaders of our hard core of professional
soldiers; their decisions will spell the
difference between victory or defeat if a
third world war should be our fate. And
what we have done to them in the past
is reflected in the numbers of officers who
are resigning—or even worse—are re-
fusing regular commissions.

Just ask yourself this question: “Where
will we get the Eisenhowers, the Den-
felds, the Spaatzes, the Kenneys, the
Vandenbergs, the Bradleys, the Radfords,
the Vandergrifts, the Arnolds, the Kings,
the Halseys, the Twinings, the Ridg-
ways, the Shepherds, or the Carneys, 10
or 20 years from now if we continue to
play havoc with the careers of young
officers who want to be a part of that
hard core of professional soldiers, but
who just won’'t take this treatment we
have been dishing out for the past few
years?"”

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about
the future of our Armed Forces; I am
worried about the young men who will
not make the service a career. And I
hope you are all as much concerned
about this matter as I am.

We can go a long way toward revers-
ing this dangerous trend by enacting this
proposed legislation.

Now in conclusion, I want to express
my appreciation to the members of my
committee who sat through 22 days of
subcommittee hearings, under the pa-
tient chairmanship of the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. AREnDS] with the able
help of our industrious counsel, Mr,
Blandford, and 9 days of full commit-
tee hearings on this subject. We do
not pretend to know all the answers,
but we do think we have a reasonable,
workable, sensible, practical bill. We
think it will solve the problems that
have bothered the Congress for some
time insofar as a brake on temporary
promotions is concerned. We do not
think the services have abused tem-
porary promotions but this bill if en-
acted into law will prevent any possible
abuse that might conceivably have
taken place in the future. It is a com-
plicated subject and the bill itself is
complicated, but I can assure you that
all of us on the Committee on Armed
Services have the interests of the Na-
tion, as well as the armed services, at
heart, and that what we propose here is
for the best interests of both the tax-
payers and the officers who we expect
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to be ready to maintain our freedom at
all times. We are deeply concerned
about the morale of our Armed Forces
and I regret to say that letters and per-
sonal interviews with many young men
who might otherwise have made the
armed services a career, have convinced
us that these two restrictions, which are
repealed in this bill, are among the main
reasons given by these young men for
not making the service a career. I am
sure that the proposed legislation will go
a long way toward removing these bar-
riers.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gavin].

Mr, GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, asa mem-
ber of the committee who spent many
hours in the preparation and develop-
ment of this legislation, I am most satis-
fied with House bill 7103. It should be
passed overwhelmingly by the House.

Mr. Chairman, for some time the need
for legislation such as the proposed Offi-
cer Grade Limitation Act of 1954 has
become more and more apparent. When
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 was
enacted, it was visualized that in about
10 years, or about 1957, the Armed Forces
would have been gradually reduced to a
size approximating that of the Regular
Establishment. However, the require-
ment for an armed force much larger
than the Regular Establishment has con-
tinued. The recent Korean conflict, to-
gether with the persistently touchy in-
ternational situation, has emphasized
the fact that our Armed Forces must be
maintained at a strength considerably
larger than the Regular Establishment
for the indefinite future. Consequently,
the limitations of officers by grade as
spelled out for the Regular components
has been of use principally in maintain-
ing the strength of the Regular Officer
(ﬁgjpt: by permanent grade within legal

However, since the Armed Forces have
been expanded well beyond the size of
the Regular components for some time,
temporary promotions have been neces-
sary. In making the temporary promo-
tions required following the outbreak of
hostilities in Korea it appears to me that
the services have done their best to assure
that the best fitted and most experienced
officers available have been promoted to
fill the positions of increased responsi-
bility engendered by our enlarged forces.
I frankly do not believe that the services
have abused their trust. Nevertheless, I
believe it would be wise for the Congress
to ascertain the approximate strengths
of the Armed Forces for the next several
years at least and to prescribe ceilings in
the upper grades to insure that no exces-
sive temporary promotions can be made
regardless of everyone's best intentions.
The proposed Officer Grade Limitation
Act of 1954 prescribes limitations on the
number of officers who may be main-
tained on active duty in the grade of ma-
jor or lieutenant commander, or higher.
These limitations were determined after
exhaustive study by the Committee on
Armed Services and after extensive hear-
ings during which departmental witness-
es were questioned at length. Our ques-
tioning covered all phases of temporary
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and permanent promotion of active-duty
personnel, the assignments of colonels
and generals throughout the entire
world, and the necessity of providing a
reasonably attractive career for our
young men and women in the Armed
Forces.

The urgency of providing a reasonably
attractive career for our young men and
women in the Armed Forces is a partic-
ularly knotty one at present. Ever since
World War II the services have been
forced to maintain large numbers of
non-Regular officers on active duty on a
more or less permanent basis. For exam-
ple at the present time almost 80 per=
cent of the officer corps of the Army is
composed of non-Regular personnel.
Although it is true that each year there
are many thousands of ROTC students
and doctors called into the Army, I would
venture to say that perhaps more than
50,000 of these non-Regulars might be
termed career officers. Many of these
officers have now served on active duty
more or less continuously since World
War II. Thus we have large numbers of
non-Regular officers who have between
5 and 15 years of active duty milifary
service. Some have even more. Con-
sequently, this group of non-Regular
officers are professional soldiers. The
loss of appreciable numbers of them
from the Active Establishment would be
a heavy blow to the Army.

It is quite obvious that in any promo-
tion program the greatest number of
promotions will go to the lower grades
since there are more of them. Since the
long-term reservists generally have less
than 12 or 15 years' service, they are
found in the lower field grades and in
the company grades. The expansion fol-
lowing Eorea permitted the promotion
of many thousands of these long-term
reservists. However, the future of these
officers who now have a substantial re-
tirement equity by virtue of their long
service is not as secure as if they were
Regular officers. Their continued service
on active duty can never be assured. Yet
these officers have contributed greatly
to the defense of their country during
two wars. This service cannot be ig-
nored.

Obviously, the Congress should not
attempt to prescribe that a large Army
will be maintained, irrespective of need,
simply to provide employment. How=
ever, it will be necessary to retain large
numbers of non-Regular officers on ac-
tive duty and a reasonable opportunity
for advancement and a decent active
duty career should be provided.

The Officer Grade Limitation Act of
1954 imposes realistic limitations on the
number of field grade and general offi-
cers while at the same time providing
reasonable opportunity for promotion.
It meets our needs and specifications as
far as can be foreseen at present.

Many of us have become increasingly
concerned of late with the slow deteri-
oration of the attractiveness of a career
in our Armed Forces for our outstand-
ing young men and women. We have
been most fortunate in the past that we
have had in our services officers of great
devotion and of great skill. However,
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in recent years, so much has been taken
away from the serviceman that young
men just aren’t entering our Armed
Forces on a career basis. Fringe benefits
in lieu of pay have been withheld, volun-
tary retirements permitted by law have
been stopped by short-term appropria=-
tion act amendments. Promotions in
1953 were also curfailed by similar
amendments. Should this trend con-
tinue we will most certainly breed
mediocrity in the leadership of our
Armed Services. Mediocrity of leader-
ship can lead to only one result—mili-
tary disaster in the event of war.

Mr. Chairman, the attractiveness of
the services must be restored and the
high caliber of our future leadership
assured. The proposed Officer Grade
Limitation Act of 1954 is a step in the
right direction. It visualizes a realistic
officer grade distribution and yet permits
a reasonable flow of promotions, at least
for the immedate future.

It will do much to eliminate some of
the objections young men have raised
when confronted with the choice of mak-
ing the service a career. I think it will
stop this trend toward mediocrity which
threatens to make our Armed Forces
second best. No one ever won a war with
a second best army.

Mr, KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, T yield
1 minute to the genfleman from North
Carolina [Mr, DurEAM].

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am
strongly in favor of this measure. I
think it is timely. I think the commit-
tee has done an excellent job.

I rise at this time primarily to pay
tribute to one of the great soldiers of
World War IT who lies desperately ill in
Walter Reed Hospital. I have reference
to General Hoyt Vandenberg who is
desperately ill at the present time, I
pray that God may give him strength
to fight the serious disease which is at-
tacking him at this time.

Our Nation has gained much by his
advice and counsel on military air power.
He dedicated himself to this arm of our
defense and so ably preserved both the
spirit and the very life blood of our lib-
erties. Fortunately for America we have
such men as Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS].

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I fake
this time now because I could not earlier,
when I spoke at length, make this state-
ment. I want it incorporated as a part
of the RECORD.

I want to thank the fine and efficient
members of my subcommittee, and the
members of the full Armed Services
Committee, our most able counsel, Mr.
Blandford, for the diligent and patient
efforts put forth in bringing this bill to
the fioor of the House for passage. Itis
a fine legislative proposal and as time
goes on will prove to be extremely bene-
ficial to our Armed Forces. That is its
purpose. H

Mr: KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time. -

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.,

3117

The Clerk read as follows:

EBe it enacted, etc., That this act mray be
cited as the “Officer Grade Limitation Act
of 1954.”

TITLE T—ARMY

Sec. 101. On the last day of each fiscal
year the percentages determined by the
number of commissioned officers on active
duty in the Army in each of the following
grades when compared to the total number
of commissioned officers on active duty in
the Armry authorized by the Secretary of the
Army (exclusive of Reserve officers on active
duty for training purposes only, and officers
serving with other departments or agencies
of the Government on a reimbursable basis)
shall not exceed the percentages which are
set forth in the following table:

B
Officer strength |General | Colonel [LeBtenant) yryjor

350 | 3,35 6,040 | 9,35

.70 | 670 13.88 | 18,70

400 | 3,752 8,045 | 10,850

67| 6.2 15.41 | “18.08

125 102 9,150 | 12,350

.61 .86 15.07 | ‘17.64

450 | 4,452 | 10,2056 | 13,675

.56 | 556 1276 | 17.00

475 | 4,762 | 11,260 [ 15,000

53| bas 12.51 | 1667

405 | 5,002| 12,265 | 18,310

80| &00 12.27 | 1681

510 | 5202 270 | 17,620

48| 473 12.06 | 16.02

520 | 5402 | 14,175 | 18,830

43| 450 1.81 | 1577

bao | 5802| 15075 | 20,190

.41 4.31 11.60 | 1558

540 | 5,802 | 15,875 | 21,395

30| 414 .34 | 1528

B50 | 6,002| 16,675 | 22,600

FPeroento...... 37 4.00 11.12 15.07

In the event such authorized strength of
commissioned officers on active duty falls be-
tween 2 strengths shown in the above
table the percentages will be determined by
mathematical interpolation between the
percentages prescribed for the 2 strengths.
The numbers authorized for any grade pre-
scribed in the above table may be exceeded
by the cumulative number of vacancies in
any higher grades.

‘Bec. 102. If, during any period of mobiliza-
tion or demobilization occurring on or after
July 1, 1854, the commissioned officer
strength authorized by the Secretary of the
Army varies by 6 percent or more within
any 12-month period, there shall be allowed
a period of 12 months from the end of that
period of mobilization or demobilization to
conform to the figures prescribed by the
table set forth in section 101 of this title.

Sec. 103. When the authorized strength of
the Army in commissioned officers on active
duty exceeds 150,000, the Secretary of the
Army shall, in general conformity with the
table set forth in section 102 of this title,
fix the authorized strength in each of the
grades covered by that table.

TITLE II—COMMISSIONED OFFICERS IN THE
NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

Sec. 201. Subsection 303 (a) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 is amended to read
as follows:

*“Sec. 803. (a) Of the total number of line
officers serving on active duty at any one
time, exclusive of officers carried by law as
additional numbers in grade and of fleet ad-
mirals, the number of officers who may serve
in each of the grades above lieutenant shall
be no greater than a number appropriate to
the total number as set forth in the follow-
ing table: Provided, That of the number of
officers so determined in each grade below
captain, not to exceed the following percent-
ages may be officers designated for limited
duty: In the grade of commander, 3.64 per-
cent; in the grade of lieutenant commander,
8.62 percent.”
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Unresiricted line
Lisutenant coms
Total line officers,! exclusive | Rear admiraland Csptain Commander b
of officers, by law as
extra numbers and of fleot
admirals Number | Percent 3| Number | Percent ! | Number | Percent * | Number | Percent :
215 0.87 1,920 6. 00 3,840 12.00 5, 760 18.00
222 .56 2,320 5.80 4,408 11.25 7,080 17.70
228 .46 2,758 5.52 5,235 10.47 8, 650 17.30
237 .40 , 140 523 5, 851 9.75 10, 148 16,91
244 .35 3,479 4.97 6,374 9.11 11, 487 16. 41
252 .32 3,782 4.73 6,821 8,53 12, 752 15. 04
259 29 4,053 4. 50 7,206 8.01 13,914 15. 46
062 « 26 4,206 4,30 7,538 7.5 15, 030 15. 03
201 .23 4,792 3.83 8,201 6. 56 17, 500 14.00
305 .20 5,165 3.44 8, 643 5,79 | 19,500 13.00
323 .18 5,441 3.11 9,017 515 21,178 12.10
342 od1 5,640 2.82 9,244 4.62 , 860 11.28
a1 «15 b5, 854 2,34 9, 504 3.80 24, 600 0.84

1 Where the total number of line officers on active d

uty, exclusive of officers carried by law as extra numbers and

ficet admirals, exceeds a number specified in this eolumn, but is less than the next larger number specified, the
;Lme’g:r aln;mcersc?n each of the md::: here tabulated may exceed the tabulation number by a number which isa

fraction of the next increment in grade tabulation equal
tabulation of total number.

to the proportion of the excess in total number to the next

3 Number shall govern; pereent is for information only.

EEc. 202. Subsection 303 (f) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 is amended by de-
leting all after the words “in each corps”
and substituting therefor the words “a num-
ber no greater than a number appropriate
to the number of officers in that corps serv=
ing on active duty, as set forth in the fol-
lowing tables:

Total number of officers in l“g‘,“;?:f’ Informa-
the corps on active duty admirals tion only
Bupply Corps:

P2 600 13 0.50
15 50

18 .45

19 .38

20 .29

21 «23

b} 20

z .18

4 17

25 «15

15 .50

18 .45

19 .38

20 .29

21 .23

2 .20

2 .18

24 A7

5 .50

6 .40

T 35

8 « 27

9 B

10 + 20

11 «17

b 50

] « 30

7 .18

8 .14

2 .40

3 .19

3 +11

Provided further, That when the total num-
ber of officers on active duty in any corps
exceeds a tabulated number of officers on
active duty in that corps but is less than the
next tabulated number the authorized num-
ber of rear admirals may be increased by a
number which is a fraction of the next tabu-
lated increment of authorized numbers equal
to the proportion such excess 1s to the tabu-
lated increment of total number on active
duty: Provided further, That when the num-
ber of officers on active duty in a corps is less
than the least tabulated number in the ap-
propriate table the authorized number of
rear admirals shall be 5 percent of the total
number of cfficers on active duty in that
corps: Provided further, That such a rear ad-
miral serving as a chief of bureau shall upon
termination of his tenure as chief of bureau
be carrled In excess till the next vacancy
occurs in the grade of rear admiral in the
corps concerned: And provided further, That

the number of captains in the Medical Service
Corps and the number of commanders and
lieutenant commanders in the Nurse Corps
shall not exceed 2 percent, 1 percent, and 2.5
percent, respectively, of the total number of
officers in the corps concerned serving on ac-
tive duty at any one time.”

Sec. 203. That portion of subsection 303
(g) of the Officer Personnel Act of 1047, as
amended, occurring before the second pro-
viso is further amended to read as follows:

“(g) To determine the authorized number
of line officers in each of the various grades
above lieutenant, as provided in thils sec-
tion, computations shall be made by the Sec-
retary of the Navy as of the date of approval
of this act and thereafter at such times that
the needs of the service require but not less
than once annually, and the resulting num-
ber in each of such various grades, as s0 com=-
puted, shall, subject to the provisions of sub-
section (k) of this section, be held and con-
sidered for all purposes as the authorized
number of officers in each of such various
grades and shall not be varied between such
computations: Provided, That to determine
the authorized number of line officers desig-
nated for limited duty in each of the various
grades above lieutenant, the Secretary of the
Navy, as of the date of approval of this act
and thereafter at such times that the needs
of the service require but not less than once
annually, shall compute the maximum num-
ber of such officers which may serve in each
of such various grades, as provided in sub-
section (a) of this section, and shall deter-
mine the number of such officers in each of
such varlous grades, not to exceed such
maximum number, required to meet the
needs of the service during the ensuing year,
and the resulting number In each of such
various grades, as so determined, shall be
held and considered for all purposes as the
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authorized number of such officers in each of
such varlous grades, and shall not be varied
between such determinations:®.

Sec. 204. Subsection 303 (k) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 Is amended to read as
follows:

“(k) Upon determination of the author-
ized number of officers in each of the various
grades above lieutenant, with respect to
officers serving on active duty as provided
in this sectlion, and with respect to officers
holding permanent appointments on the ac-
tive list of the Regular Navy, as provided in
section 103 of title I and section 203 of title
II of this act, computations shall be made
by the Secretary of the Navy to determine
the authorized number of officers which may
serve under temporary appointment in the
line in each of the various grades above lieu-
tenant and in each grade in a stafl corps
where computations are prescribed to deter-
mine the authorized number. At the same
time, the Secretary of the Navy shall deter-
mine within the combined grades of lleuten-
ant, lleutenant (junior grade), and ensign,
the number of officers serving under tem-
porary appointments required in each of
those grades to meet the needs of the service.
Should the Secretary of the Navy determine,
at the time of making the computations
prescribed by subsections (g) and (h) of
this section, that in any grade above lieu-
tenant a lesser number of officers than the
computed number of officers for that grade is
required to meet the needs of the service, the
lesser number shall be held and considered
to be the authorized number for that grade
and the reduction may be applied as an in-
crease in the authorized number of such
officers in any lower grade or grades.”

Sec. 205. Subsection 314 (a) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 is amended to read as
follows:

“Sgc. 314 (a) Commissioned officers of the
Marine Corps shall be authorized in number
in the same proportion to authorized en-
listed strength and shall be distributed in
grades, promoted, retired, and discharged in
like manner and with the same relative con-
ditions in all respects as provided for com-
missioned officers of the line of the Navy,
by existing law, or by laws hereafter enacted,
except as may be necessary to adapt the said
provisions to the Marine Corps, or as herein
otherwise provided. Of the total number of
officers not restricted in the performance of
duty serving on active duty at any one time,
exclusive of officers carried by law as addi-
tional numbers in grade, the number of offi-
cers who may serve in each of the grades
above captaln shall be no greater than a
number appropriate to the total number as
set forth in the following table: Provided,
That of the number of officers so determined
in each grade below colonel, not to exceed
the following percentages may be officers
designated for limited duty: In the grade of
Heutenant colonel, 3.64 percent; in the grade
of major, 8.62 percent.”

Unrestricted line

Brigadier general

Total line officers ! exclusive and above Colonel Tdeutenant colonsl Major

of officers carried by law as

extra num

Number | Percent ?| Number | Percent *| Number | Percent !| Number | Percent ?

10,000, i 51 0.51 600 6.00 1,200 12.00 1, 800 18. 00
12,500 52 .42 615 4.92 1,250 10.00 2,175 17. 40
15,000, 53 .35 630 4.20 1,205 8.63 2,535 16. 90
p o VRS SRS A e W31 645 3.69 1,335 7.63 2,880 16. 46
20,000 56 28 660 3.30 1,370 6.85 3,210 16.05
22,500 57 .25 670 2.98 1,400 6.22 3,525 15.67
25,000 59 .24 650 272 1,425 5.70 3,825 15.30
27,500, 61 .22 690 2.51 1,445 5.25 4,110 14.95
30,000 63 .21 700 2.33 1,460 4.87 4,380 14. 60
32,500, 65 20 705 2.17 1,470 4.52 4,635 14.28
35,000 67 .19 710 2.0 1,475 4.21 4,875 13.93

1 Where the total number of officers unrestricted

in the
a number specified in this ecolumn, but

performance of duty, exelusive of officers carried
is less than the next larger number specified, the

d the tabulation number by a number which is a

of the gr may
of the next Increment in grade tabulation equal to the proportion of the excess in total number to the next

tabulation of total number,

3 Number shall govern; percent is for information only.
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TITLE III, COMMISSIONED OFFICERS OF THE AIR
f FORCE

Sec. 301. The strength of the Air Force in

commissioned officers on active duty in each

of the following grades on the last day of
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each fiscal year shall not exceed the per-
centage, set forth in the following table, of
the total number of commissioned officers of
the Air Force determined by the Secretary
of the Air Force to be on active duty.

2. General and colonel . Lient t
1, Total commissioned officers, inclusive aomikined aolodlal 4. Major
50,000 to 59,009 6.80  6.44 824) | 12,13 1137 | 1891 18.83
60,000 to 69,049, 6.44 599 336) | 11.37 10.61 | 18.83 18,75
70,000 to 79,999 599 557 349) | 1061 9.90 | 18.75 1867
80,000 to 89,600 557 b18 363) | 9.90 9.24 | 1867 1860
$0,000 to 99,609 518 4.82 380) | 9.24 8,62 | 18.60 1853
100,000 to 100,999. 482 468 308) | B.62 8.50 | 18.58 1845
110,000 to 119,999 4.68 453 416) | 8.50 8,38 | 18.45 1838
120,000 to 120,999 453 439 434) | 8.38 8.25| 1838 1831
130,000 to 139,909 430 4.2 452) | 8.25 .12 | 1831 18
140,000 to 149,999 424 400 470) | 8.12 8.00 | 18.24 1817
150,000 to 150,900. 400 3,95 478) | 8.00 7.88 | 1817 1811
160,000 to 169,969 3.05 8.8 488) | 7.88 7.75 | 18.11 18,06
170,000 to 180,000_ 3.80 3.65 495) 7.75 7.62 | 18.05 17. 96

SEec. 302. The percentages in columns 2, 3,
and 4 of the table set forth in section 301 of
this title shall be applied on a prorated basis
based on the strength within the brackets set
forth in column 1.

Sec. 303. General officers included in the
percentage figure in column 2 of the table set
forth in section 301 of this title are limited
to the figures set forth in the respective pa-
rentheses and shall be based on the strength
within the brackets set forth in column 1.
Not more than 50 percent of the general offi-
cer strength may be in a grade above briga-
dier general.

Bec. 304. The strength authorized for any
grade under the table set forth in section 301

1 of this title may be exceeded by the number
of officers in that grade who are on active
duty for training purposes only plus the
number assigned to an agency or department,
other than the Department of the Air Force,
on a reimbursable basis.

Bec. 305. If, during any period of mobili-
gation or demobilization occurring on or
after July 1, 1854, the actual commissioned
officer strength varies by 6 percent or more
within any 12-month period, there shall be
allowed a period of 12 months from the end
of that period of mobilization or demobili-
zation to conform to the figures prescribed
by the table set forth in section 301 of
this title.

SEc. 306. The strength authorized for any
grade under section 301, 302, or 303 of this
title which is not utilized for that grade may
be utiilzed for any lower grade,

Sec. 307. Whenever circumstances require
that the actual strength of the Air Force in
commissioned officers on active duty be more
than 180,000, the Secretary of the Air Force
shall, in general conformity with the table
set forth in section 301 of this title, fix the
authorized strength of each of the grades
covered by that table.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SEec. 401. Subsection 631 (a), and that por-
tion of subsection 631 (b) occurring before
the proviso of the act of August 1, 1953 (67
Stat. 365), are repealed.

Sec. 402, That portion of title IT of the act
of August 1, 1953, appearing under the head-
ing “Retired Pay” (67 Stat. 387), is amended
by deleting all after the word “necessary”
and substituting therefor a period.

Sec. 403. The President may suspend all or
any part of the provisions of this act in time
of war, or in time of national emergency
hereafter declared by the Congress or by the
President.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following: *““That this act

may be cited as the ‘Officer Grade Limitation
Act of 1954."
“TITLE I—ARMY

“Sec. 101, The number of commissioned
officers on active duty in the Army in each
of the following grades on the last day of
each fiscal year when compared to the total
number of commissioned officers on active
duty in the Army authorized by the Secretary
of the Army (exclusive of Reserve officers on
active duty for training purposes only, and
officers serving with other departments or
agencies of the Government on a reimbursa-

ble basis) shall not exceed the numbers
which are set forth in the following table:
Lieu-
“Officer strength  |General|Colonel| tenant | Major
colone!
50,000 350 | 3,352 | 6,040 9,350
60,000 400 [ 3,752 | 8,045 | 10,950
70,000 425 | 4,102 | 9,150 | 12, 500
450 | 4,452 | 10,205 | 14,060
475 | 4,752 | 11,260 | 15 600
495 | 5,002 | 12,265 | 17,060
510 | 5,202 | 13,270 | 18,370
520 | 5,402 | 14,175 | 19,680
530 | 5,602 [ 15,075 | 20,800
540 | 5,802 | 15,875 | 22,005
550 | 6,002 | 16, 675 300

In the event such authorized strength of
commissioned officers on active duty falls
between 2 strengths shown in the above
table the numbers will be determined by
mathematical interpolation between the
numbers prescribed for the 2 strengths. The
numbers authorized for any grade prescribed
in the above table may be exceeded by the
cumulative number of vacancies in any
higher grades. Not more than 50 percent
of the general-officer strength may be in a
grade above brigadier general.

“Sec. 102. When the authorized strength
of the Army in commissioned officers on
active duty exceeds 150,000, the Secretary
of the Army shall, in general conformity
with the table set forth in section 101 of
this title, fix the authorized strength in each
of the grades covered by that table.

“TITLE II—COMMISSIONED OFFICERS IN THE
NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

“Sgc. 201. Subsection 303 (a) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947, is amended to read as
follows:

“‘Sgc. 303, (a) Of the total number of
line officers serving on active duty at any
one time, exclusive of officers carried by law
as additional numbers in grade and of fleet
admirals, the number of officers who may
serve in each of the grades above lieutenant
shall, except as otherwise provided by sub=
section 303 (k) of this act, be no greater
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than a number appropriate to the total num-
ber as set forth in the following table:

*“ ‘Unrestricted line

;;‘Tota‘l li]nejol’- e
cers, exclusive en-
ubf of;ioers mrr::‘(‘l gm :g;l Cap- g:gg_ tenant
y law as ex tain 0! -
numbers and of | 8Pove - er
fleet admirals
215 | 1,820 | 3,840 5, 760
222 | 2,320 | 4,498 7, 080
228 | 2,758 , 650
237 | 3,140 | 5,851 10,148
244 | 3,470 | 6,374 11, 487
252 | 3,782 | 6,821 12,752
250 | 4,053 | 7,205 13,014
262 | 4,205 | 7,538 15,030
201 4,702 | 8,201 17, 500
305 | 5,165 683 19, 500
d23 | 5,441 | 9,017 21,175
342 | 5,640 | 9,244 22, 560
379 | 5,854 | 9,504 24, 600

In the event the total number of such line
officers serving on active duty falls between
two strengths shown in the above table the
number in each grade shall be determined
by proportionate interpolation between the
respective numbers prescribed for the two
strengths. Of the number of officers de-
termined under this section for each grade
below captain not to exceed the following
percentages may be officers designated for
limited duty: In the grade of commander,
3.64 percent; in the grade of lieutenant
commander 8.62 percent.’

“Sec. 202. Subsection 303 (f) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 is amended by deleting
all after the words ‘in each corps' and substi-
tuting therefor the words ‘a number no
greater than a number appropriate to the
number of officers in that corps serving on
active duty, as set forth in the following
table:

# “Potal number of officers in the corps | Number of
on active duty rear admirals
Supply Corps:

600 13
3,000 15
4,000 18
5,000 19
7,000 20
9,000 21
11,000 22
13,000 23
15,000. .- pa |
17,000. .. .... 25

Medical Corps:
3,000, 15
4,000 18
5,000 19
7,000. 20
9,000 21
11,000. 22
13,000. i 23
25000 =2 ssi 24
Civil Engineer Corps:
1,000..... 5
1,500. 6
2y ¥
3,000 8
4,000. 9
5,000 10
7,000 11
Dental Corps:
1,000 ]
2,000 6
4,000 7
7,000 __ 8
Chaplain Corps:
500 2
1,600 3
2,800. 3

When the total number of officers on active
duty in any corps falls between two strengths
shown in the appropriate table above the
number of rear admirals shall be determined
by appropriate interpolation between the
numbers prescribed for the two strengths.
When the number of officers on active duty
in a corps is less than the least tabulated
number in the appropriate table the author-
ized number of rear admirals shall be five-




3120

tenths of 1 percent of the total number of
officers on active duty in that corps: Pro-
vided further, That such a rear admiral serv-
1ngasach1etotbmeausha.nuponte.rminan
tion of his tenure as chief of bureau be car-
ried in excess until the next vacancy occurs
in the grade of rear admiral in the corps
concerned: And provided further, That the
number of captains in the Medical Bervice
Corps and the number of commanders and
lieutenant commanders in the Nurse Corps
shall not exceed 2 percent, 1.75 percent, and
7.75 percent, respectively, of the total number
of officers in the corps concerned serving on
active duty at any one time.’

“Spe. 208. That portion of subsection 303
{g) of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, as
amended, occurring before the second pro-
viso is further amended to read as follows:

“¢(g) To determine the authorized num-
ber of line officers in each of the various
grades above lieutenant, as provided in this
section, computations shall be made by the
Secretary of the Navy as of the date of ap-
proval of this act and thereafter at such
times thatthe needs of the service require but
not less than once annually, and the result-
ing number in each of such various grades,
as so computed, shall, subject to the provi-
sions of subsection (k) of this section, be
held and considered for all purposes as the
authorized number of officers in each of such
various grades and shall not be varied be-
tween such computations: Provided, That
to determine the authorized number of line
officers designated for limited duty in each
of the various grades above lleutenant, the
Secretary of the Navy, as of the date of
approval of this act and thereafter at
such times that the needs of the service re-
quire but not less than once annually, shall
compute the maximum number of such
officers which may serve in each of such
various grades, as provided in subsection (a)
of this section, and shall determine the num-
ber of such officers in each of such various
grades, not to exceed such maximum num-
ber, required to meet the needs of the service
during the ensuing year, and the resulting
number in each of such various grades, as s0
determined, shall be held and considered for
all purposes as the authorized number of
such officers in each of such various grades,
and shall not be varied between such deter-
minations:’.

“SEc. 204. Subsection 303 (k) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 is amended to read as
follows:

“‘(k) Upon determination of the author-
ized number of officers in each of the various
grades above lieutenant, with respect to
officers serving on active duty as provided in
this section, and with respect to officers hold-
ing permanent appointments on the active
list of the Regular Navy, as provided in sec-
tion 103 of title I and section 203 of title IT
of this act, computations shall be made by
the Secretary of the Navy to determine the
authorized number of officers which may
serve under temporary appointment in the
line in each of the various grades above lieu-
tenant and in each grade in a staff corps
where computations are prescribed to deter-
mine the authorized number. At the same
time, the Secretary of the Navy shall deter-
mine within the combined grades of lleuten=
ant, lieutenant (junior grade), and ensign,
the number of officers serving under tempo-
rary appointments required in each of those
grades to meet the needs of the service.
Should the Secretary of the Navy determine,
at the time of making the computations
prescribed by subsections (g) and (h) of this
section, that in any grade above leutenant
a lesser number of officers than the computed
number of officers for that grade is required
to meet the needs of the service, the lesser
number shall be held and considered to be
the authorized number for that grade and
the reduction may be applied as an increase
in the authorized number of such officers in
any lower grade or grades.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

*Sgec. 205. Subsection 314 (a) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947 is amended to read
as follows:

“igpc, 814. (a) Commissioned officers of
the Marine Corps shall be authorized in num-
ber in the same proportion to authorized en-
listed strength and shall be distributed in
grades, promoted, retired, and discharged in
like manner and with the same relative con-
ditions in all respects as provided for com-
missioned officers of the line of the Navy, by
existing law, or by laws hereafter enacted,
except as may be necessary to adapt the sald
provisions to the Marine Corps, or as herein
otherwise provided. Of the total number of
officers not restricted in the performance of
duty serving on active duty at any one time,
exclusive of officers carried by law as addi-
tional numbers in grade, the number of offi-
cers whos may serve In each of the grades
above captain shall, except as otherwise pro-
vided by subsection 303 (k) of this act, be
no greater than a number appropriate to
the total number as set forth in the follow-
ing table:

“ ‘Unrestricted line

Total lineofficers, | Brigadier| Tien
exclusive of officers| general | Colo- tamm‘t Major
carried by law as and nel lonal
extra numbers above e

51 600 | 1,200 1, 800
52 615 | 1,250 2,176
53 630 1,205 2,535
54 645 | 1,335 2,880
55 660 | 1,370 3,210
57 670 | 1,400 3, 525
59 680 | 1,425 3,825
61 690 | 1,445 4,110
63 700 | 1,460 | 4,380
65 706 | 1,470 4, 635
67 710 1,475 4,875

In the event the total number of such line
officers serving on active duty falls between
two strengths shown in the above table the
number in each grade shall be determined
by proportionate interpolation between the
respective numbers prescribed for the two
strengths. Of the number of officers deter-
mined under this section for each grade
below colonel not to exceed the following
percentages may be officers designated for
limited duty: In the grade of lieutenant
colonel, 3.64 percent; in the grade of major,
8.62 percent.

“TITLE III—COMMISSIONED OFFICERS OF THE
AIR FORCE

“Sgc. 301. The number of commissioned
officers of the Air Force on active duty in
each of the following grades on the last day
of each fiscal shall not exceed the num-
bers, set forth in columns 2, 3, 4, and 5 of
the following table, applicable to the total
number of commissioned officers of the Air
Force determined by the Secretary of the
Air Force to be on active duty.

“1, Total com-

missioned offi- | % e?;in' 3. Colo-| ‘ug‘lﬁ 5. Ma-

oo ggtaycthe officers nel colonel Jor
312 | 3,133 6, 065 9, 455
324 3,540 6,822 | 11,208
336 | 3,857 7.4 13,125
349 | 4,107 7,920 | 14,936
363 | 4,200 8, 316 16, 740
380 | 4,440 8,620 | 18,530
398 | 4,750 9,350 | 20,205
416 | 5,020 10,056 | 22,056
434 | 5,273 10,725 | 23,803
452 | 5,484 11,368 | 25 536
470 | 5,665 12,000 | 27,256
478 | 5,842 12, 28, 976
486 | 5,974 13,1756 | 30,685
495 | 6,075 13,716 | 32,328

trength
the table set forth in section 301 of this

March 11

title, the numbers in columns 2, 3, 4, and
b of that table shall be determined by math-
ematical interpolation between the numbets
prescribed for the 2 strengths.

*“Sec. 303. Not more than 50 t of the
general officer strength may be in a grade
above brigadier general,

“Sec. 304. The strength authorized for any
grade under the table set forth in section
301 of this title may be exceeded by the
number of officers In that grade who are on
active duty for training purposes only plus
the number assigned to an agency or depart-
ment, other than the Department of the Air
Force, on a relmbursable basis.

“Bec. 305. The strength authorized for any
grade under section 301, 302, or 303 of this
title which is not utilized for that grade may
be utilized for any lower grade.

*“Sec. 306. Whenever circumstances require
that the actual strength of the Air Force in
commissioned officers on active duty be more
than 180,000, the Secretary of the Air Force
shall, in general conformity with the table
set forth in section 301 of this title, fix the

authorized strength of each of the grades
covered by that table.

“TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

“Sec. 401. Subsection 631 (a), and that
portion of subsection 631 (b) be-
fore the proviso of the act of August 1, 1953
(67 Stat. 355), are repealed.

“8Ec. 402. That portion of title IT of the
act of August 1, 1953, appearing under the
heading ‘Retired Pay' (67 Stat. 337), is
amended by deleting all after the word
‘necessary’ and substituting therefor a
period.

“Sec. 403. The President may suspend all
or any part of the provisions of this act In
time of war, or in time of national emergency
hereafter declared by the Congress or by the
President. Notwithstanding section 426 (c)
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1047, as
amended, the President may suspend all or
any part of those provisions of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947, which are amended
by this act, which relate to grades above
that of lieutenant, only in time of war, or in
time of national emergency hereafter de-
clared by the Congress or by the President.

“SEc. 404. Not later than January 30 of each
year, the Secretary of the Army, the Secre-
tary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the
Alr Force shall present to the Committees
on Armed Services of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate, the estimated
active-duty personnel requirements for his
respective service for the next fiscal year, the
estimated number of commissioned officers
in each grade on active duty whether by
permanent or temporary appointment, to be
promoted during the next fiscal year, and an
analysis of the current distribution by grade
of commissioned officers serving on active
duty, whether by permanent or temporary
appointment.”

Mr. ARENDS (interrupting the read-
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, we who have worked
for many years both in and out of Con-
gress for the improvement of the nurs-
ing profession are especially happy to
see that action is being taken to increase
the numbers of Navy Nurse Corps officers
who may serve in the higher grades.
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H. R. 7103, the bill under considera-
tion, will increase the proportion of au=-
thorized commanders from seven-tenths
of 1 percent to 1.75 percent, and the
proportion of lieutenant commanders
from 1.6 percent to 7.75 percent. Nu-
meriecally this means an increase from
16 to 44 commanders and from 46 to 191
lieutenant commanders.

Under the present restrictions only a
token number of Navy nurses may be
promoted above the rank of lieutenant.
This bleak prospect for career recogni-
tion, combined with the mnationwide
shortage of nurses, has seriously jeop-
ardized the Navy’s capabilities for the
care of their sick.

On page 3304 of the hearings Admiral
Pugh states that the Navy has lost over
500 nurses. It now has 2,438 nurses, of
whom about half are in the Active Re-
serves. The Air Force has gained about
300 nurses. It now has a total of prac-
tically 2,700. The Army has a total of
4,419, 1,354 Leing Regulars and 3,065 be-
ing Active Reserves.

The enactment of this legislation will
help bring the Navy Nurse Corps up to a
par with the Army and Air Force, there-
by helping to stimulate recruitment for
the Navy.

Not only will the enactment of this
legislation help the Navy in their recruit-
ment efforts, but it should also help in
the overall drive to recruit additional
young women for nursing training. The
committee is to be congratulated for tak-
ing this constructive action.

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, may I
mention that the enactment of my bill
to commission male nurses as Reserve
officers, H. R. 7898, will contribute very
considerably in helping to solve this re-
cruitment problem. I have just been in-
formed that the Defense Department has
assigned responsibility for a favorable re-
port to the Army and that it is to be
processed with all possible speed. I
hope that bill will be coming before us
very shortly.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, and ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, no doubt this bill will pass.
It is a well-considered bill.

As I listened to our very eloguent col-
league the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. Suorrt], sitting over here to his left
as I was, I heard him express much fear
about what would happen to our country
after certain officers that he named—
and they are entitled to all praise—died.
And then he expressed great fear that
they could not be replaced.

Well, I cannot go along with the fear
that just because the present generation
will die, that when that happens that
that will be the end of the United States
of America. No doubt long, long ago
some people were speculating what was
going to happen when Washington and
those officers and men who for 8 long
years served with him would pass away,
and so on down to the War Between the
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States when they thought of Grant and
Sheridan and Sherman, and all who
served with and under them. No doub
many thought they were indispensable.
They, too, are dead, but the country and
the Republic is still here, though perhaps
not as strong in some ways as it was
then.

Oh, no, I have no fear that when the
men—admirals and generals and per-
haps some of lower rank—mentioned by
my colleague have ended their service
here, that there will be no one to re-
place them. Young men of ability,
young men of courage, have in recent
years come from our Academies—some
have enlisted into either one or the other
branches of the armed services., Some,
of course, like 1st Lt. Thomas Angelo
Lombardo, and 2d Lt. John C. Trent,
both of whom distinguished themselves
on the football field and who met death
in Korea, and many others, never will
have the opportunity that it was the
privilege of the men named by our col-
league to have.

But fear not, as long as we adhere to
the principles laid down in the Consti-
tution, to the way of life our forefathers
have given us, as long as we retain our
independence, there will be an ever-suc-
ceeding generation able and ready and
willing to serve the Republic, be it on
the battlefield or on the homefront.

And, as our colleague was talking, I
could not help but speculate as to
whether he thought the same dismal end
might be the fate of the Republic when
the older Members of this or the other
body passed away.

Then, as I looked to my right and saw
sitting next to me our young colleague,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LipscomBl], who served in the Armed
Forces and for 7 years in the California
Legislature, and beside him noted our
colleague, the gentleman from California
[Mr. HosmER], and a little farther, across
the aisle, our colleague, the gentleman
from Masaschusetts [Mr. BaTes], now
approximately 36 years of age, who
served 10 years in the Navy, who had
3 brothers in the Navy, 1 sister, and a
brother-in-law with the armed services,
and whose father, as so many of us
know, served here so long and so faith-
fully, it occurred to me that we might
better fear and worry about the quality
of the service we were rendering, rather
than about the ability and the patriotism
of those who would suecceed us.

Long have I thought that, instead of
attempts to discourage or suppress the
activities of our younger members, it
might be well to give them a helping
hand.

Age and experience are helpful in any
field of endeavor, and that is especially
true in the legislative halls of State and
Nation, but, as from day to day I look
around the Chamber, and I note the
presence of men like BENTLEY and Forp,
of Michigan, the former now at death’s
door from gunshot wounds received
while serving here, as I see Byrp, from
West Virginia; Brooxs, from Texas;
STRINGFELLOW, from Utah, WAINWRIGHT,
from New York; Byrnes, Davis, and
SmTH of Wisconsin; MAILLIARD, GGUBSER,
Hort, and WiLson of California; War-
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BURTON, of Delaware; MEeRRILL, of Indi-
ana; Hvype, of Maryland; BoLTon of
Ohio, and many, many others—ready,
able, willing, and anxious to assume their
share of the legislative burden—I fear
not at all for the future of the Republic.

Permit me to suggest to my colleagues
who, though not as old as I, but who,
nevertheless, are approaching what
might be called old age, do not worry
about the future. Do not worry about
the future of the Republic. Let us direct
our attention and our efforts to our
everyday tasks. Let us jealously guard
the sound principles so discriminatingly
enumerated in the Constitution. Let us
watch for the eorruption from within
as well as from the dangers which come
from abroad.

On my right I notice my friend and
colleague from Georgia, CARL VINSON,
who for many, many years has served
well and faithfully the interests of his
people and of the country, and as I look
into his face let me suggest to him and
to others who are here, and who have
served with distinction in this body, we
need not worry, CarnL, we need not
worry—not only will others be here, but
it is just possible that they may do a
better job, render better service, than
either you or I. That is my hope, and
if I can look back from the Great Be-
yond, I haven't the slightest doubt but
that I shall see the United States of
America still the land to which every
liberty-loving individual in this world
will desire to come.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this
time to ask a couple of questions of the
chairman of the committee. Under the
provisions of this bill, is any additional
spending required? Any additional ap-
propriation?

Mr. SHORT. No funds are involved.

Mr. GROSS. No additional funds are
involved at all?

Mr. SHORT. No.

Mr. GROSS. And I assume some of
the slack is taken up by virtue of the
fact that the bill provides for a reduction
of some 2,200 second lieutenants in the
Army, is that correct?

Mr. SHORT. No, no, it establishes
statutory limitations that did not exist
under the Officer Personnel Act.

Mr. GROSS. It does not provide for
a reduction of 2,200 second lieutenants in
the Army?

Mr. SHORT. No, it has nothing to do

with second lieutenants.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Brooks] spoke of some
6,000 officers of various rank being on
duty in various parts of the world.

Mr. SHORT. That is because of the
many military commissions that we have
abroad with the NATO organization, the
Supreme Allied Headquarters in Europe,
and, in fact, all over the world. The
Department of Defense has been called
upon by the Department of State and
other Government agencies to furnish
generals and admirals to sit on commis-
sions as a result of treaties and com-
mitments that we have made with other
nations. We hope that the number of
those agencies will be reduced, Let me
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say to my friend, the gentleman from
Towa, that I am just as eager as he is to
see many of these agencies liquidated as
soon as possible.

Mr. GROSS. Am I correct in assum-
ing that not a single dime will be spent
for the pay or maintenance of these
6,000 officers out of the so-called mutual
security funds?

Mr. SHORT. No.

Mr. GROSS. So this is just another
instance of the spending that may be
added to foreign aid of one kind or an-
other, is that correct?

Mr. SHORT. Some of these funds
may be reimbursable. May I say to
my friend that that is getting into sort
of classified information.

Mr. GROSS. I seem to have a habit
of running into that.

Mr. SHORT. We run into it ourselves.

Mr. GROSS. The United Nations is
not classified, is it?

Mr. SHORT. No.

Mr. GROSS. We have 22 naval of-
ficers up there including an admiral, a
captain, and I believe 6 commanders.

Mr. SHORT. They are paid by the
Navy?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, they are paid by
the Navy, but they are serving at that
“tower of babble” known as the United
Nations, are they not? What possible
excuse can there be for 26 naval officers
being stationed at the United Nations?

Mr. SHORT. The gentleman would
have to discuss that with the former
Senator, our American delegate to the
United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to hear the
gentleman say that that is not classified
information. I think I know how the
gentleman from Missouri feels about
some of this foreign spending and some
other things we are doing as a matter of
foreign policy.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield.

Mr. BATES. This bill does not au-
thorize any certain number of officers.
It merely imposes a ceiling and the point
that the gentleman brings up might be
properly considered when the appropri-
ation bill comes to the floor of the House.

Mr. GROSS. 1 thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question re-
curs on the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed

to.

The CHATRMAN. TUnder the rule, the
Committee will rise.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. GraaaMm, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H. R. T103) to establish limitations
on the numbers of officers who may serve
in various commissioned grades in the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 462, he reported
the same back to the House with an
amendment adopted in Committee of the
‘Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the committee
amendment.
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The committee amendment was agreed
to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi asked
and was granted permission to address
the House for 40 minutes on Monday
next, following the legislative business
of the day and any other special orders
heretofore entered.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within which
to extend their remarks on the bill just
passed, H. R. 7103,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up the resolution (H. Res. 464) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the conslideration of House Joint Res-
olution 461, making an additional appropria-
tion for the Department of Labor for the
fiscal year 1954, and for other purposes. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the jolnt resolution, and shall continue not
to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the joint resolution shall be read
for amendment under the 6-minute rule.
At the conclusion of the consideration of
the joint resclution for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the joint
resolution to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the joint resolution and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Lyiel; and at this time I
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 464
makes in order consideration, under 1
hour general debate, House Joint Resolu-
tion 461, which comes from the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and provides an
additional appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Labor for the fiscal year 1954, to
meet the salaries and expenses which will
be incurred in the Mexican Farm Labor
program, legislation which we approved
last week.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized.
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. Mr. LYLE. I reserve my time, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the resolution (H. J. Res. 461) mak-
ing an additional appropriation for the
Department of Labor for the fiscal year
1954, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the House Joint Resolution
461, with Mr. JENkINS in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the reso-
Iution.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed
with.

The CHATIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BuUssBEY]
is recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. Fo-
cArTY] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Buseey] is recognized.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this resolution has
been necessary because of the situation
concerning our agreement with Mexico
on the importation of farm labor.

In the regular 1954 appropriation for
this program, $1,150,000 was granted for
its operation up to and including De-
cember 31, 1953, with an additional al-
lowance of $100,000 for the liguidation
of the program. That was, of course,
before the agreement between the United
States and Mexico expired on December
31, 1953, and we have not had an agree-
ment since that date.

I am glad to report to the House, Mr.
Chairman, that the new agreement be-
tween the United States and Mexico was
signed last night. Ihad hoped to be able
to report to the commititee that the
President had signed the joint resolution
that was passed by both the House and
the Senate to make this program opera-
tive on a unilateral basis. I checked a
few moments ago and it has not yet been
signed, but I have reason to believe that
it will be signed before the day is over.

In order to operate this program for
the remainder of the fiscal year 1954,
the Department of Labor came before
our subcommittee and asked for $550,000.
After the resolution was reported by the
Committee on Agriculture and was
passed by the House and Senate, we held
hearings on the request for this appro-
priation. At that time, the Department
of Labor, which administers this pro-
gram, admitted that they could handle
it for $72,000 less because of the fact that
the station at Harlingen, Tex., had been

The subcommittee reported to the full
committee a total of $478,000 for this
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appropriation which is now before the
House.

In all fairness, I wish to state that the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]
has been in touch with me in an effort to
have this appropriation increased for
the reason that there is no station on the
United States side of the border in what
is known as the Hidalgo district.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr, BENT-
sEn] is not here today because it was
necessary for him to return to Texas, I
am advised that the people in his district
honored him at a testimonal dinner last
night in appreciation of the fine man-
ner in which he has represented them in
the United States Congress.

This appropriation is very necessary
to provide what is known as stoop labor
in this country. All sections of the coun-
try will be affected if this appropriation
is not granted.

The department has only enough
money to continue this program until the
12th of this month, which is tomorrow.
It is, therefore necessary that we act
promptly.

The subcommittee and full committee
acted on the appropriation request with-
in 24 hours. It was the intention of the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. TaBer], as well as myself, to bring
this up for consideration last Friday
under a unanimous consent request. We
learned, however, that an objection would
be made from the other side of the aisle;
therefore, we went before the Rules Com-
mittee that afternoon to get a rule.

I trust the entire amount of this ap-
propriation will be granted.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 19 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the
subcommittee stated, this resolution calls
for an appropriation of $478,000 to carry
out the provisions of a joint resolution
that was adopted by this House a week
ago last Tuesday for the rest of this fiscal
year or until June 30, 1954. It has to do
with the so-called Mexican farm labor
program.

I voted against the resolution last
week, I have voted against this kind of
legislation during the past several years
because it is legislation that I just do
not like; however, by a majority of 100
votes, I think, in the House, the legis-
lation was adopted a week ago last Tues=
day and I am not now going to oppose the
appropriation.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. AsIunderstand it, the
President has withheld his signature
from House Joint Resolution 355. It has
not been approved as yet by the White
House. I suppose the gentleman knows
that the agreement between the Mexi-
can Government and the American Gov-
ernment was signed in Mexico City last
night; so the international agreement
which I have been insisting upon has
now been consummated. I assume that
the President under such circumstances
will not sign the bill. The administra-
tion now has the agreement which is
contemplated by law. I assume the
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money will be needed to carry out the
agreement. I should also like to say
that I do not intend to oppose this ap-
propriation but I do want to reserve the
right to examine this program more
thoroughly at some time in the future.

Mr, F'OGARTY. Itismy understand-
ing that regardless of whether the
President signs the resolution passed by
the Congress last week or we reach an
agreement with Mexico under the old
law, Public Law 78, this amount of
money will be needed in either case,

Some mention was made of the fact
that this resolution was going to be
brought up last Friday, that there was
going to be some objection irom this side,
I understand there was to be some objec~
tion although it was not going to be
raised by me. The main reason for the
objection was that here we were going
to ask the House to appropriate money
because of a resolvtion that had not
been signed into law by the President of
the United States. As far as I know up
until this time he has not signed the
resolution, although this agreement was
consummated some time last night be-
tween our State Department and the
officials of Mexico.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Mississippi. Do I
understand the gentleman to say that
the authorization for this appropriation
has not been signed into law by the
President as yet?

Mr. FOGARTY. No. What I meant
to say was that if our country and Mex-
ico had not reached an agreement last
night, and they have, this appropriation
covers that agreement, but if they had
not reached it we would be voting on an
appropriation bill here today that is not
authorized by law, because the President
up to this time has not signed the resolu-
tion that passed this House and the
Senate only last week.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Mississippi. There
is no question as to the authority for the
appropriation, is there?

Mr. FOGARTY. No, because the au-
thority exists under the old law, Public
Law 78, I think it is, that was passed
by a preceding Congress.

Now, I am going to support this ap-
propriation because I have always be-
lieved that when Congress speaks, when
they vote on an authorization, that it is
up to the Committee on Appropriations,
after suitable hearings have been held,
to report back to the Congress and allow
sufficient appropriations to carry out the
law or the dictates of the Congress. I
have always believed in that responsi-
bility. I do not believe in being a mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropriations,
after the House has acted sometimes by
unanimous vote, to sit on the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and then say as
one member of that committee that the
House was wrong after it unanimously
adopted legislation in a preceding Con-
gress, or in that particular Congress. I
have in mind other appropriations that
we take up from year to year, such as the
Hospital Construction Act.
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will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle=-
man from New Mexico.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I was just simply
going to say that the gentleman should
be commended for that attitude which
he has always demonstrated in the Com=-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. FOGARTY. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle=
man from Arkansas.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Do I under=
stand that this fund is to be spent by
the Department of Labor?

Mr. FOGARTY. That is right, with
some funds for the Public Health Serv-
ice, for their part in the health program
of these people coming across.

Mr. HAVS of Arkansas. Has enough
testimony been adduced by the subcom-
mittee to determine whether the Federal
Government’s coordination of the vari-
ous welfare services by the States and
localities is adequate? I would like the
gentleman to address himself to that
phase of this program, because I shared
some of the apprehensions that the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina expressed
when this legislation was originally con-
sidered.

Mr. FOGARTY. As I understand the
question, the gentleman asked me
whether or not the subcommittee or the
committee has heard enough testimony
as far as health and the welfare of these
ldn}tiividuals is concerned, or their chil-

n.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. For the chil-
dren and the families of the workers. I
am referring to this related problem of
the welfare of people for whom the Fed-
eral Government has a certain respon-
sibility.

Mr. FOGARTY. As far as the Mexi-
can labor program is concerned, as far
as I remember and as far as I know, the
committee did not give much considera-
tion to that phase of it, no.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Will the gen-
tleman agree that we probably need to
take a look at that part of our program?
In other words, the gentleman recog-
nizes that there was a valid basis in the
neglect of these services for the objec-
tion that was raised to the legislation.
Now, I voted for the bill. I felt that it
should be resolved on the basis of a
severe economic condition, the labor was
needed, and the Mexican laborers needed
the employment. I hope I have not
oversimplified it in my own thinking,
What I am trying to say now is that the
Federal Government should carry out
the recommendations that have previ-
ously been made with reference to co-
ordinating these welfare services so that
there will be no objection to this pro-
gram from the standpoint of the human
values that are involved.

Mr. FOGARTY. I might say that I
agree with the gentleman 100 percent
and I might also add that in Public Law
18 they do have some protection. These
Mexican farm laborers have more pro-
tection and better health standards are
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being provided for them than are pro-
vided for our own migratory farm labor-
ers in this country. I am glad the gen-
tleman brought that up, because I think
one of the most incomprehensible things
that exists in this country today is the
neglect of the children of our farm mi-
gratory workers that emanate from the
South and work north in the crop sea-
sons in the various sections of the
country.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. This is not
money spent in behalf of American
workers.

Mr. FOGARTY. No. This is just for
the Mexican farm-labor program, and
the law gives these people better protec-
tion than we do our own in that particu-
lar area. A year ago the Bureau of the
Budget recommended some $100,000 to
set up a pilot program to take care of
the children and dependents of our own
migratory workers in this country. The
committee did not see fit to go along
with it, and this year again we are being
asked to appropriate $100,000 for this
program to do something about these
second- or third-class citizens. That is
what they are called in these various
areas because when they go into these
cities and towns, they are not wanted.
The President of the United States said
a short time ago he did not want any
second-class citizens in this country.
If there is such a thing as a second-class
citizen or a third-class citizen, it is the
children or the dependents of these
migratory workers. I think the average
wage of a migratory worker in this coun-
try today is about $700 a year. How in
the world any individual can exist, let
alone live, on an average wage of $700 a
year is more than I can understand.

So I hope that when this bill comes
before the House in a matter of 7 or 8
weeks, when we ask the House to do
something about the plight of the de-
pendents and children of migratory
workers, the House will not forget that
you are appropriating today in this bill
some $478,000, that you will not forget
the purpose of this appropriation, and
that you will give some consideration to
the dependents of our own migratory
workers.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. Iyield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. I should like to point
out, in connection with the gentleman’s
speech, that I agree with what he has
said with reference to the protection
which has been and will be accorded
these Mexican farm laborers. They are
protected by virtue of the terms of the
contract which provides them with sick
and accident insurance and even burial
insurance, But we have a problem
right here at home, our own migratory
workers who go from one State to an-
other. They are the ones who are drag-
ging these little children around from
one ditch bank or one irrigation canal to
another. I understand that the Mexi-
can workers who are brought over are
adult male workers and if there are any
families that come with Mexican workers
from Mexico, they are here as wetbacks.

Mr. WILSON of California. "Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. WILSON of California. I just
wanted to bring out the same point, that
there are no families brought in under
this agreement, these are only male
workers.

Mr. FOGARTY. I thought I made
that point clear. The point that I was
trying to make was that we have this
condition in our own country, with our
own people and we are not doing a thing
about it. They are worse than second-
class citizens. If there is such a thing as
a third-class citizen, that is what they
are.

I should like to make this further
point. Even though I opposed this leg-
islation, I am supporting this appropria-
tion today. I can think of 2 or 3 other
matters I am going to speak on at a later
date. I was not here last year when
Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, which
were for the maintenance and operation
of school districts in federally impacted
areas and the construction of schools in
federally impacted areas, were approved
by a unanimous vote of this House. As
I read the REcorp, there was not one dis-
senting vote cast against the extension of
those two acts.

What good has been accomplished by
the action of the House of last year when
the Department of Education refuses to
carry out the dictates of Congress by
asking the Bureau of the Budget for a
sufficient amount of money to carry out
those dictates, or when Congress itself
refuses to entertain an appropriation to
carry out the purposes of those acts?

I think that when Congress by a unani-
mous vote acts to extend a school-con-
struction law that means that we will
pay a certain percentage of the cost of
schools in federally impacted areas, we
are morally responsible and morally
bound to these school areas and school
districts to provide the funds that we
told them we were going to provide when
we passed the original legislation.

In a matter of a few weeks, when we
have a deficiency or a supplemental bill,
I am going to give this House an oppor-
tunity of voting for sufficient funds to
carry out the action which they took last
July or August when the House amended
and extended these two public laws for
aid to education.

That is one of the areas I had in mind
when I said that as a member of the
Appropriations Committee I believe we
are bound to listen to the intent of Con-
gress when a law is passed. I do not
believe that as a committee we have the
the responsibility or the authority to say
“No” to a unanimous vote of the entire
Congress.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for one
more question?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Since we are
discussing the problem of provision for
migratory workers and their families, it
seems to me that some emphasis should
be placed on the coordination function.
In advocating participation by the Fed-
eral Government, we are not suggesting
that the Federal Government take over
the functions of local and State agencies
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in meeting these conditions to which the
gentleman refers. He would join, I am
sure, in that observation. But would the
gentleman point out that some good ex-
amples have been set for us in actions of
local communities and State govern-
ments in the handling of this great
social problem which we tend to neglect?

Mr. FOGARTY. The one project that
was pointed out to us a year ago and
again this year was Hoopeston, Ill. The
people there got together 2 or 3 years
ago—the clergymen and the educators
and all of the interested persons, includ-
ing the chamber of commerce—and they
got up some kind of a program that has
worked and will work, the Department
thinks, on an areawide basis where this
migratory labor problem exists. The
trouble with a program like that is that
unless the Federal Government takes the
leadership and establishes a pilot pro-
gram that can be followed by these areas
that have this kind of help, they are not
going to do it themselves. It was testi-
fied that we may have to be in this pro-
gram for only a couple of years or 3 years
at the most to provide a pilot program
for these areas to follow—the States and
the communities, When that is done,
thetn the Federal Government would get
out.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY, I yield to the gentle=
man from Illinois. 1

Mr. BUSBEY. Is it not also true that
this town of Hoopeston, Ill., does a won-
derful job of taking care of the migrant
labor of that community entirely on its
own without any assistance or help from
either the State of Illinois or the Federal
Government?

Mr. FOGARTY. That is absolutely
right. It is the only town in the country
that has done it, I think. Unless the
Federal Government does something
about it, we are not going to have any
other towns do it.

Mr. BUSBEY. Referring to the gen-
tleman's remarks on the school construc-
tion program and the school mainte-
nance program, Public Laws 815 and 874,
did I get the right impression from the
gentleman from Rhode Island when he
was talking about the fact that if the
Congress passes this legislation we should
appropriate the money, and do away
with the Appropriations Committee and
their functions entirely?

Mr. FOGARTY. No; I am sure my
remarks would not show that. I tried to
point out to this House that I do not
think we as a commitiee can set our-
selves above the Congress of the United
States and say “No” to the unanimous
vote of the Congress. I do not think
the gentleman or I or any other member
of the Appropriations Committee has the
right to say “No” to the wishes of the
majority of this Congress or any other
Congress. That is the point I was try-
ing to make.

Mr. BUSBEY. I got the impression
that if a piece of legislation was passed
by the Congress and it authorized the
expenditure of so much money, then the
Congress ought to appropriate that
money. If that is the fact, then we
need no Appropriations Committee.
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Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
North Caroclina [Mr. CooLEY].

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
delighted to advise the Members of the
House that the officials of our Govern-
ment and the officials of the govern-
ment of the Republic of Mexico have
composed all differences and have signed
and executed an agreement compatible
with the letter and the spirit of the exist-
ing law. By the terms of the agreement
Mexican farm laborers will be made
available for work on farms in the
United States when the appropriate offi-
cials of the Department of Labor have
certified that American citizens are not
available to perfrom such work,

Here is a United Press story from Mex-
ico City which brings us the good news
and which I would like to read to you.
Here is the story headlined *“United
States-Mexico Sign Pact on Workers™:

The United States and Mexico signed a
new 2-year agreement last night permitting
recruitment of Mexicans for work on Ameri-
can farms.

The agreement was signed in Mexico City
by United States Ambassador Francis White
and Mexico's acting Foreign Minister Jose
Gorostiza. It renews with some changes an
agreement which expired last January 15.

The new agreement will run until De-
cember 31, 1955. It eliminates the need for
legislation rushed through Congress last
month which would have authorized this
country to recruit Mexican workers at the
border on its own.

Presldent Eisenhower had delayed signing
the legislation because of the imminence
of the new pact and because of charges the
measure would be a kind of club to force
Mexico into an agreement on United States
terms.

The new agreement changes the old pact
to open a new recruiting station at Mexicali,
and stations at Monterrey and Chihuahua
will be reactivated. This is in response to
a United States request for recruiting sta-
tions near the border.

Last night, just 4 weeks ago, on the
evening of February 10, negotiations
were resumed in Mexico City. Last
night at 8 o’clock the agreement was
signed. I am certain that Members of
the House will recall that from the very
beginning I have insisted upon a delay
of the consideration of House Joint
Resolution 355 in the hope that negotia-
tions would be resumed and that an in-
ternational agreement would be ulti-
mately consummated. I tried in vain
to prevail upon my committee to delay
consideration indefinitely to the end that
negotiations might be resumed and an
agreement reached in an atmosphere of
friendship and mutual understanding.
I delayed action in the Committee on
Agriculture and I think I delayed action
in the Rules Committee. In fact, I used
every legitimate parliamentary weapon
at my command to delay action on the
final resolution. The delay has now re-
sulted in complete agreement between
the two Governments, America and
Mexico.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlemen yield briefly for a question?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. BUSBEY. Does the gentleman
have any information or facts to the
effect that the President has not signed
this bill?
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Mr. COOLEY. I am certain that the
President has not signed the bill, and
I hope very much that he will now veto
it. I have been in almost constant com-
munication with the White House and
have frequently communicated with of-
ficials of the State Department. I think
it would be a tragedy and most unfor-
tunate if the President of the United
States should sign and approve that
resolution at this time, in view of the
fact that an agreement has now been
reached and that the President himself
is the one person who is responsible for
negotiations having been resumed, which
negotiations have now resulted in a sat-
isfactory agreement, The very purpose
of the resolution was to bring the ele-
ment of force into the picture. The
resolution has been referred to as a
weighted weapon. A weighted weapon
is a blackjack. I have not been willing
to believe that the good-neighbor
policy of our Government is to be ac-
complished by the use of weighted
weapons or blackjacks or any other in-
strument of force or intimidation. The
agreement which has been reached will
continue through 1954 and 1955. In this
situation there is no earthly reason why
the President should hesitate for one
moment to veto this very objectionable
resolution. Certainly there is no reason
to believe that the resclution had any
persuasive effect upon the officials of the
Mexican Government, since we have
known all along that such officials are

_anxious, at all times, to resume negotia-

tions and to make every effort to com-
pose differences. The approval of the
resolution at this time would actually be
a grave and gratuitous insult to our good
neighbor south of the border, a good
neighbor to be sure, one who from the
very beginning has urged that negotia-
tions not be terminated and who from
the very beginning has urged that nego-
tiations in good faith be continued in
the hope that an agreement could be
reached.

On the afternoon of February 10
President Eisenhower expressed the hope
that negotiations might be resumed im-
mediately and that very night negotia-
tions were resumed in Mexico City, and
exactly 1 month later, on the night of
March 10, all difficulties had been com-
posed and an agreement had been con-
summated, signed, and executed by offi-
cials of the two Governments. It seems
to me that all of us should now be satis-
fled and actually delighted. Landlords
who need labor will now be able to re-
cruit labor from south of the border, if
necessary certification is made by offi-
cials of the Department of Labor. All
of this can now be done in a manner
compatible with the letter and spirit of
the law now on the books. In such cir-
cumstances certainly we should not now
attempt to rewrite that law or to change
in any way the philosophy of the law
under which we had very successfuly
operated this labor recruitment program
for the past several years. Again I re-
peat, I hope that the President will veto
House Joint Resolution 355.

In my recent study of this entire pro-
gram in the light of present ecircum-
stances I doubt very much the wisdom
of continuing the program in operation.
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In the days to come this program should
be carefully scrutinized and evaluated.
Frankly, we should give serious consid=
eration to our own migratory-labor prob=-
lem and to the employment problem of
our own Nation.

I desire to again call attention to an
article in the New York Times of Friday,
March 5, 1954, which was inserted in the
Recorp on that date by our colleague,
JoEN J. RoownEy, of New York. This
article indicates very clearly that House
Joint Resolution 355 is very well calcu-
lated to disturb our very friendly rela-
tionship with the people of the Republic
of Mexico.

Mexico ExpecTs NEw Hmine Pacr—UNITED
STATES BILL ON BRACEROS STIRS CRITICISM—
MuTUaL PLAN UNDER OFFICIAL STUDY

Mexico Crr¥, March 4.—The Mexican For=
eign Office announced today that no more
than the drafting of details was required for
a satisfactory completion of the new agree-
ment to send migrant workers to the United
States.

The announcement took note of passage
yesterday of a bill authorizing the United
States to hire Mexicans on the American
side of the border irrespective of whether
Mexico agrees. The Foreign Office implied,
however, that it was Mexico's hope that the
bill, which has been passed by the House of
Representatives, after Senate amendment,
and now requires only Presidential signa=-
ture to become law, will not actually go on
the books.

The measure has stirred intense anger
among unofficial groups here. The only Mex-
ico City newspaper—Novedades—that had
time to comment on the word from Wash=
ington that the bill had passed, had this
to say:

“The Republican Party has always used
the policy of ‘big stick." ™

Although it is considered here as virtually
certain that President Eisenhower will sign
the bill, the Mexican Government sald in a
statement that *“Senate passage does not
mean it is already a law.” The Government
attitude was thus felt to be fairly moderate
since the agreement expected next week
would make a dead letter of bills for a uni-
lateral contracting provision.

AGREEMENT IS HOPED FOR

The official statement also sald that “hizh
Foreign Ministry officials are continuing talks
with the United States Ambassador, Francis
White, an atmosphere of cordiality and mu-
tual respect, which has, at all times, taken
account of our fundamental purpose of as-
suring satisfactory protection to Mexican
workers who go to labor in the fields of the
neighboring country.”

The 1last agreement—providing for the
contracting of 200,000 Mexicans a year to
work on American farms—expired on Janu-
ary 15.. Negotiations to renew this pact col-
lapsed when Mexico refused to modify it to
meet a demand by the United States for a
free hand in setting wages and working con-
ditions for the migrants—or braceros as they
are known.

The United States then began to hire them
on the American side of the border. This
lasted only & short time because of the
United States Comptroller General's ruling
that funds could not be used in this way
without specific congressional approval.

PROVISIONS IN THE NEW BILL

The new bill that has ben sent to the
White House provides both the funds and the
authorization for the United States to hire
braceros without Mexico's consent unless a
new pact is signed.

The current negotiations for a hiring
agreement started about 3 weeks ago.

Neither the Mexican Government nor the
American Embassy would give any detalls
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as to the prospective nmew agreement. But
indications are that it will be a compromise
to satisfy basic Mexican demands, except for
a provision that, in effect, would allow Mexi-
can consuls to set minimum wages for the
braceros.

The editorlal In Novedades answered the
thesis—supported spottily among American
officials here—that a new agreement is now
close to signature as a result of pressure ex-
erted on Mexico by the introduction and
passage of the unilateral contracting bill.

“It is foolish, sheer ignorance of what
our country is, to imagine that a North
American law, even though concelved, pro-
posed, and approved to exercise undue pres-
sure on decisions of our Government, can
influence it to modify our position of legiti-
mate defense of our citizens in favor of
dealers in braceros—who seem to have for.
gotten they are compatriots of Lincoln,” the
Novedades editorial said. The newspaper
continued that the law did not “favor the
United States, but only these dealers in
braceros.”

Although much heated comment has been
stirred here over the braceros’ issue, the
whole discussion is overshadowed by a sense
of futility because of the wetbacks that are
in the picture. Wetbacks are the illegal mi-
grants who have no protection from anyone.
They stream across the border at the rate of
about flve to each properly contracted
bracero.

Two groups, however, are not different sets
of people. They all are Mexican workers
who, if they can’t get across the border with
certified documents and Government help,
go through intense hardships to do so any-
how.

BILL SENT TO PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, March 4.—The House com-
pleted congressional action today on a bill
to permit the United States to recruit Mexi-
can farm workers at the border without
Mexico’s consent.

The measure now goes to the White House
for President Eisenhower’s signature. The
House passed the measure earlier this week,
but had to act again when the Senate made
& minor change in the bill's wording.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho
[Mr. BupnGel.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to the distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], it
would make no difference whether the
legislation to which he referred had been
passed and approved by the President.
The funds which are called for in the
bill now before the House would be
needed in either event.

The committee was faced with the
problem that the Department of Labor
would run out of funds on the 12th day
of this month. If the program were to
be continued, the previous legislation
to which the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoorLEy] has referred
would have been necessary in order to
retain the personnel to carry on the pro-
gram, whether the legislation to which
he referred eventually became law or
not. The funds which are called for in
the bill are necessary in either event, and
the membership of the committee should
be apprised of that fact.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana,
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Mr. HALLECEK. I well recall the
statements made by the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] when we
had this legislation before us. If I un-
derstood him correctly and got the pur-
port of what he was saying, he rather
indicated that if we passed the resolu-
tion, somehow or other there would be a
breakdown of the contract negotiations,
and some terrible disruption of the
peaceful and friendly relations between
the United States and Mexico. If is
certainly fair to observe at this time that
neither of those results has occurred.
On the contrary, the contract has been
entered into, and as far as I know no
violence has been done to the relations
between the two countries. Some of us
might claim with as much force as the
gentleman from North Carolina might
claim otherwise that the action we took
d!d help in bringing about a completion
of agreement which is the thing I argued
for when the resolution was before us.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUDGE. 1yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr, COOLEY. I just want to observe:
The fact remains this resolution—House
Joint Resolution 355—has been on the
desk of the President for exactly 1 week;
and the President, in the exercise of good
judgment, has not signed it. I think he
has withheld his signature in the hope
that the agreement would be reached.
That is all I am concerned about.

Mr. HALLECK. I am not in a posi-
tion to say why he withheld it any more
than is the gentleman. I have not
talked with him. I am willing to leave
it to his judgment as to what should be
done with the resolution. All I am say-
ing is that what was done, in spite of the
ominous warnings of the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], has
turned out very well.

Mr. COOLEY. But the fact remains
the President has not signed the bill,
and I hope very much that he will veto
it immediately.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. Bupgel has
expired.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. PHILLIPS].

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I am
in support of the bill before us today.
I rise only to point out to the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLeY] that,
while he does not like what he calls
the unilateral features of the bill, he
is making a perfectly unilateral state-
ment because certainly the President of
the United States, the Secretary of State,
the Attorney General, and a majority of
the Members of the Congress do not
agree with him., The President was not
expected to sign this bill until next Mon-
day night. The Secretary of State,
within the last few hours, has said it
is still necessary to sign it. The Attor-
ney General has felt that at all times.
As a result of the passage of that bill,
I feel today that the favorable terms of
the agreement between Mexico and the
United States, containing those provi-
sions which take care of the Mexican
farmers who live along the border, would
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probably not have come out as satisfac-
torily as they did.

To conserve my time and that of the
House, I include a release from the State
Department which gives a brief outline
of w{mt is contained in the new agree-
ment:

ExcHANGE oF NoTES BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND MEeXico oN FArM LABOR

The Mexican Ministry of Foreign Relations
and the United States Department of State
today made the following joint statement:

Today at 8 p. m., eastern standard time, in
Mexico City, an exchange of notes took place
between the Ministry of Foreign Relations
and the United States Embassy which the
two Governments consider as an agreement
between them. This agreement renews from
this date and until December 31, 1955, the
Migrant Labor Agreement of 1951, &gs
amended on May 19, 1952, and as now modi-
fled by the terms of the joint interpretations
and amendments in the notes under ref-
erence.

In view of this agreement, the two Gove
ernments wish to express their mutual satis-
faction at having reached an amicable un-
derstanding, as a result of which the problem
of temporary emigration of Mexican agricul-
tural workers to the United States will
continue to be governed by a mutually satis-
factory bilateral agreement.

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL POINTS COVERED IN
EXCHANGE OF NOTES BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND MEXICO ON FARM LABOR

Tne notes exchanged between the United
States and Mexican Governments in Mexico
City on March 10 renewed the Migrant Labor
Agreement of 1951 until December 31, 1955.
They also clarified the agreement and
brought about certain changes which were
mutually deemed necessary to improve the
operation of the agreement and to reduce
the flow of illegal workers into the United
States. Prineipal provisions of the new un-
derstanding are as follows:

1. Wages paid to Mexican workers in the
United States under the agreement may not
be less than the prevailing wages for domes-
tic laborers performing the same activity in
the same area of employment as determined
by the United States Secretary of Labor,
Frovision is made for the Mexican Govern=
ment to protest and present evidence where
it believes the wage determination to be
inaccurate.

2. The contracting of workers will not be
interrupted during investigation and solu-
tion of differences which might arlse in con=
nection with the operation of the program.,

8. Subsistence allowances for Mexican
workers are to be established at rates ade=
quate to meet the cost in the area of employ=
ment of diets which the United States De-
partment of Agriculture considers necessary
for persons performing arduous labor.

4. Off-the-job insurance at the workers®
expense 1s provided to cover workers suffer=
ing injuries, illnesses, or death, Standard
form policies will be established which may
be underwritten by any properly licensed
insurance company offering competitive
rates. The Mexican Government reserves the
right to institute a plan for off-the-job in-
surance to be managed by a Mexican Gov=
ernment authorized organization,

5. Entire countles will no longer be in-
cluded in the list of areas which are unac-
ceptable for the employment of Mexican
labor because of discrimination in a particu-
lar community. Individual employers will
be placed on ineligible lists only as a result
of joint determination by both Governments,

6. Workers who do not complete their
contracts will receive return transportation
and subsistence costs from the employer in
the same proportion as the perlod worked
compares with the length of the contract.
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Employers may postpone from one payday
to the immediately following payday a total
of 3 days' earnings of a worker.

7. A new migratory station for the recruit-
ment of workers will be opened at Mexicali,
Baja California, and the stations at Mon-
terrey and Chihuahua are to be reactivated.
The other migratory stations provided in the
agreement are at Durango, Irapuato, and
Guadalajara. A United States reception cen-
ter at Hidalgo is planned to replace that
formerly at Hezlingen, Tex.

8. Workers who were contracted in the
United States during the period from Jan-
uary 16 and February 8, 1854, may, if they
desire, be covered at the expiration of their
contracts by new contracts under the re-
newed agreement.

9. A Joint Migratory Labor Commission
composed of representatives of the inter-
ested Departments of the two Governments
has been established to function until Octo-
ber 31, 1954. This Commission will observe
the migrant-labor movement between Mexico
and the United States in both its legal and il-
legal aspects and make recommendations to
the two Governments for possible improve-
ment in the operation of the agreement and
for methods of deterring the illegal traffic.
The Commission will also study the advisa-
bility of reducing the minimum contracting
period for Mexican workers from 6 to 4 weeks,
and make appropriate recommendations
within 30 days. The Commission will also
study and make recommendations concern-
ing other problems which are referred to it
by the Governments.

10. New negotiations may be entered into
within 30 days after the final recommenda-
tions of the Joint Commission in order that
the Governments may consider applying these
recommendations to the operation of the pro-
gram.

Mr. PHILLIPS. I will say that as a
result of the interval; during which we
were able to take care of these workers
along the border, in a series of 110 in-
vestigations the Immigration Service
found only 10 illegals. We told you the
bill would meet the illegal situation, and
it did so.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr.Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIsHER].

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, whether
the President does or does not sign House
Joint Resolution 355, which is now on his
desk, we all do know that it served a
good purpose through the fact that it
was passed and sent to the President.
I earnestly hope the President will sign it.

As the gentleman from North Caro-
lina said a moment ago, the press an-
nounced today that an international
labor agreement was concluded on yes-
terday with the Republic of Mexico. I
think we have every reason to feel that
the passage of House Joint Resolution
355 had a lot to do with expediting the
making of the agreement. The details
of that international agreement have not
been revealed—that is, I have not seen
the details except that the press reports
the Republic of Mexico agrees to estab-
lish three border recruiting stations
within reasonable proximity of the Rio
Grande and the border of California.
Even at that I fear the recruiting sta-
tions will not be close enough to the
border.

It will be recalled that one of the
points which blocked agreement previ-
ously was Mexico's insistence on having
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border recruiting stations down 800,
1,000, or 1,500 miles in the interior of
Mexico. That would, of course, encour-
age influx of wetbacks. Our representa-
tives would not agree to go that distance
into Mexico and insisted on their being
somewhere in the vicinity of the border.
The Republic of Mexico has finally
agreed to that, though I fear the sta-
tions will not be close enough.

Now that the resolution is at the White
House the President has until Monday
to act upon it. I earnestly hope myself
that he signs it. It certainly will be
constructive; it will be helpful in the
further relationships with Mexico in the
interpretation and the functioning of the
new international agreement.

We know from experience that under
the old international agreement Mexico
interpreted the agreement in some re-
spects in direct conflict with the word-
ing of the pact. It is very well for us
to have our own immigration laws, our
own labor laws, so we can make use of
them if the occasion should arise in the
future.

The passage of House Joint Resolu-
tion 355 has served a good purpose in
helping to get an agreement with Mexico.
But, regardless of that, the legislation is
sound and should be on the statute
books.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who have spoken on the bill today may
have permission to revise and extend
their remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Rhode Island have any fur-
ther requests for time?

Mr. FOGARTY. No, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, etc., That there is hereby ap-
propriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1954, the following sum:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
Salaries and expenses, Mexican farm labor
program

For an additional amount for “Salaries and
expenses, Mexican farm labor program,”
$478,000.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
amendments, under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. JENKINS, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the res-
olution (H. J. Res. 461) making an addi-
tional appropriation for the Department
of Labor for the fiscal year 1954, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 464, he reported the resolution
back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

3127

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
ﬁﬁm to reconsider was laid on the

e.

SOIL CONSERVATION AND WATER-
SHED PROGRAMS

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules I
call up House Resolution 454 and ask for
its immediate consideration,

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6788)
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
cooperate with States and local agencies in
the planning and carrying out of works of
Improvement for soil conservation, and for
other purposes, and all points of order
against said bill are hereby waived. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes of my time to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. LyLeEl. I now
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order consideration of the bill (H. R.
6788) authorizing the Secretary of Agri-
culture to cooperate with States and lo-
cal agencies in the planning and carry-
ing out of works of improvement for
soil conservation, and for other purposes.

This is an open rule providing for 2
hours general debate, the time to be
divided equally between the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
the ranking minority member of that
committee.

This bill comes to the House by the
unanimous vote of the Committee on
Agriculture. This legislation was rec-
ommended by the President of the
United States in a message to Congress
dated July 31, 1953.

This bill authorizes what has com-
monly been referred to as the upper
watershed program. The bill does not
amend any existing legislation but pro-
vides for an entirely new soil-conserva-
tion and flood-control program which
will be fully explained by the committee
in general debate.

Mr. Speaker, there is a great deal of
interest in this legislation in every sec-
tion of the country. There is a strong
feeling that the Federal Government
and local interests should cooperate in
these small upstream projects, and that
there will be substantial benefits there-
from. Last year we appropriated the
sum of $5 million for experimental work
on this type of program and I under-
stand the results have been very satis-
factory.




3128

T am for this legislation and hope that
the rule will be adopted.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, is this an open rule?

The SPEAKER. It is.

Mr. LYLE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 18
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Diesl.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 30]
Adair Dawson, Il McCarthy
Barden Dingell Mahon
Barrett Donohue Morgan
Battle Fallon Natcher
Becker Fine O'Brien, Il
Bentley Forrester Patten
Bentsen Gregory Perkins
Bow Hart Philbin
Boykin Hébert Powell
Bramblett Heller Ralns
Buckley Holifield Rivers
Celler Javits Roberts
Chelf Jensen Shelley
Chudoff Kearney Sutton
Clardy Kelly, N. Y. Teague
Cole, N. Y. Keogh Watts
Condon King, Calif. Weichel
Corbett Eirwan idnall
Coudert Elein Wilson, Tex.
Curtis, Mo. Krueger ‘Wolcott
Davis, Tenn. Lantafl Yorty

The SPEARER. Three hundred and
sixty-eight Members have answered to
their names, & quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

SOIL CONSERVATION AND WATER-
SHED PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies]
for 15 minutes.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, while I am
heartily in favor of this bill and feel it
will pass without any difficulty, I have
asked for this time to make a few ob-
servations on another subject, with the
kind indulgence of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I have been very much
impressed with the vast amount of space
devoted by the newspapers, radio, and
television to the subject of communism.
Following a recent appearance on TV
and radio I was surprised by the letters
that poured into my office from almost
every State in the Union. It must be
true that our people are keenly aware
of the menace of communism. Thatis a
healthy sign if it is not misinformed, if
it does not reach the state of hysteria
and does not become a political football;
it is well for the safety of the Republic
that our people are vigilant.
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. A very wise man once said: “Eternal
vigilance is the price of liberty.,” Un-
fortunately, in America we are a nation
of extremists; we go from one extreme
to another. We were completely indif-
ferent to this menace some 15 years ago.
Today many people are laboring under
false impressions and beliefs with re-
spect to the gravity of this threat. It is
in the hope that I can perhaps shed a
little light upon it that I trespass upon
your time.

The question that is asked me most
frequently is: How great is this menace?
And I want to answer that.

Let me tell you that in 1938 there were
approximately 165,000 Communists,
card-holding members of the Commu-
nist Party in the United States. That
was not a great number; it did not com-
pare with the membership in France and
in many other countries. Buf the men-
ace of the Communist never consisted
in the numbers that belonged to the
party. Their progress in this country
was through the device known as the
front organization. It was their abil-
ity to deceive gullible and unthinking
Americans that enabled them to wield
so much power in our Nation.

We are a nation of joiners. I recall
when the Eu Klux Klan swept my State
back in the twenties that literally scores
of good Americans joined the Klan.
They joined it to satisfy their curiosity
or because they believed that they could
accomplish good. Likewise, when the
Communists set up several hundred
frontal organizations with laudable ob-
jectives they found it easy to enlist the
support of thousands of unthinking
Americans.

As a matter of fact, the total claimed
membership of the frontal organizations
in the United States in 1938 was 10 mil-
lion. It is difficult to believe that so
many Americans would be careless in
their affiliation with organizations con-
cerning whose origin and purposes they
were uninformed ; but it is characteristic
of our people to join organizations.

Nevertheless, it has always been essen-
tial that we keep in mind that the vast
majority of people who joined these
organizations were non-Communist, that
they were not aware of the treasonable
nature and purposes ¢f the organization;
therefore, in dealing with them we were
constantly under the obligation to pro-
tect them from such exposure as would
create the impression that they were
members of the Communist Party. As
soon as these people were properly in-
formed the reaction differed with the
individual. Many of them immediately
quit the organizations. Some of them
because of injured pride and because
they did not want to confess that they
had been so easily deceived preferred to
attack those who exposed the true pur=-
poses of the organization. Nevertheless,
as the result of exposure, most of these
organizations went out of business and
became more or less impotent by the
year 1945. The party itself shrunk until
today it numbers no more in the United
States than it did 25 years ago. It has
a hard core membership of approxi-
mately 24,000 Communists in the United
States, Therefore, it follows, as a mat-
ter of common sense, that the menace
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internally is far less foday with an
awakened and vigilanf Nation than it
was during the period we slept.

The Congress of the United States
deserves a tremendous amount of credif
for having apprised the people of the
conspiratorial methods and deceptive
tactics employed by the Communists.
This House of Representatives stead-
fastly supported the investigation and
exposure of un-American activities
from their very inception. However,
Mr. Speaker, if the people are misin-
formed to the extent that they are led
to believe that in our country there is a
vast element of our people who believe
in communism, and if their fears are
awakened to the point that approaches
hysteria, and if innocent people who in
their carelessness joined these organiza-
tions are pilloried, and persecuted, and
held up to public scorn, a great deal of
harm would be done,

I have believed that while we must
constantly be vigilant, since the very
nature of the Communist conspiracy is
such that it can suddenly expand, that
we have never been endangered by the
threat of the Communists taking over
the United States of America. To my
mind the great danger was the ability of
clever agents to exploit the credulity of
the people. I do not believe that poverty
played the leading factor in Communist
recruiting in this country. No doubt,
where people were poor and the fancied
or real victims of discrimination, that
was a contributing factor to their affilia-
tion with the Communist movement:
but of the 165,000 who joined the party
and were members of the party in 1938,
more than 100,000 of them voluntarily
quit the Communist Party and of the
claimed 10 million members of the
frontal organizations, practically all of
them quit.

Now we have the hard core with us,
and we will have them with us for a long
time to come. I have believed for many
years that ultimately we must recognize
what we are dealing with. From the very
beginning of the Soviet dictatorship,
western governments and public opinion
have persisted in believing that we can
do business with Russia. I have never
believed it and do not believe it today.
,I think Russia means war, and that
short of a miracle the free world must
come to a showdown with Russia, and I
base that opinion upon the many state-
ments of the leaders of the Soviet Union
from the very inception of the movement
until the present time. Communists are
bound by an ironclad doctrine. That
doctrine contains an interpretation for
every situation, and there never has been
a cult since the beginning of time that
held so rigidly to doctrine as the Com-
munists. That doctrine is a combination
of the teachings of Marx, Lenin, and
Stalin, and in order to understand what
they plan to do one must understand
what that doctrine is, The very heart
and core of that doctrine is world con-
quest. When that is removed from com-
munism, the whole movement will col-
lapse. If is the driving force; it is the
one thing that holds in subjugation hun-
dreds and thousands and millions of
people, They have never departed from
that strategy. From time fo time they
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have shifted their tactics. There was a
period of the united front under which
so many gullible people were enticed in
the United States. That was a period in
which they pretended that they were
seeking democratic objectives by peace-
ful means. The tactics may change, but
the objective, the broad strategy, re-
mains today the same as it has ever been.
It is essentially a criminal conspiracy,
and for that reason men like Earl Brow-
der and William Weiner were convicted
of crimes, such as forging passports, or
Dr. Burtan, who was sent to the peni-
tentiary because he counterfeited United
States money to serve the party. They
have been guilty of almost every crime
on our statute books, because they be-
lieve in the words of Lenin that a revolu-
tionary who cannot combine every form
of illegal procedure, with every form of
legal procedure, is a poor revolutionary.
The world is dealing with international
gangsters, with people who are com-
mitted to the planning and the perpetra-
tion of crime. When we recognize this
ugly truth and approach the problem
realistically, then our country will be
more secure.

I do not condemn our leaders for at-
tempting to find some peaceful means—
God knows all of us pray and hope that
war may be prevented. I only say to you
what is the result of a deep conviction
that I do not believe that a dictatorship
as ruthless as the Soviet Union, con-
trolled and dominated by a man like
Malenkov, who believes that he is a sec-~
ond Genghis Khan, can be restrained by
reason or humanitarianism. I do not
believe that there is enough room in the
world for people who want to be free and
people who have aspirations of human
dignity to coexist indefinitely with a cult
which is dedicated heart and mind and
body and soul to the paramount objec-
tive of conquering the entire earth,

In 1929 Stalin addressed a group of
American Communists who traveled to
Moscow; and very frankly and boldly
told them, in effect, that “yours is the
decisive task. Go back to the United
States. Do all you can to prepare for
the moment when we must conquer
America.”

That was the substance of his declara-
tion. So that when all the Communist
leadership for 25 years have frankly and
boldly said to us that “we cannot live
with you in the same world, we cannot
coexist and world communism cannot be
secure or complete until such time as
you are destroyed,” I am compelled by
cold logic to believe that in the words
of Washington, “It is wise to prepare
for the worst.” In the meantime, Mr.
Speaker, since this is a criminal con-
spiracy, since all of the courts have so
found it, and since every congressional
committee has concluded that it is a
criminal conspiracy, why should we per-
mit it to have legal status in the United
States? And how can you deal with it
as long as you recognize its legality?

Can you say that we can deal with
Communist organizations when, under
the laws of our land, they have the same
right to exist politically as any other
organization in our midst?

This is not child’'s play. This is a
fight for keeps, We must understand,
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as a people, that we live in one of the
great watersheds of history. ¥You and I
will live to see that dreadful day when
the forces of freedom, when nations who
believe in the dignity and the rights of
men, must call a halt to the ever-expand-
ing ambitions of the Kremlin. Further=-
more, when they reach a stalemate in
their cold war and are no longer able, by
deceit and guile and trickery, to extend
their ruthless dominion, then they will
resort to a hot war, a war that they are
now feverishly preparing to wage.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I sin-
cerely and seriously ask the Members
of this House to join with me and bring
out on the floor a measure which will
say not only to our own people but to the
world that this is a criminal, a treason-
able conspiracy and as such it shall not
be permitted to exist in the United
States any more than organized murder
or organized theft would be permitted to
operate legally in our country.

I believe that by such a declaration
we will be dealing with this question
realistically. And I think it will be the
end of the Communist conspiracy in our
land. It may be true that the hard
core will stay underground. It may be
true that there will always be some
Communist criminals in our midst. But
the opportunity to do what they did
from 1933, when we recognized Russia,
up until 1945—the opportunity to es-
tablish or capture numerous front or-
ganizations with high-sounding names,
and to exploit the faith and the hopes
of idealistic people and to deceive men
and women who did not think or did not
investigate, and to build up a gigantic
network of espionage and sabotage as
window dressings behind which their
clever agents could operate in our land
will have been destroyed. They will take
their places side by side with the crim-
inals of our land.

More than that, Mr. Speaker, by our
declaration the peoples of the world
will understand that we who fought this
menace for years and investigated it,
we who have built up a mass of evidence
that will fill this ehamber, we who have
been patient and careful and prudent,
have come to the only conclusion that
we could reach, that we are dealing with
a criminal conspiracy, and that in the
interest of freedom and decency we de-
clare it to be what it is; and having de-
clared it, we serve notice on the world
of the wicked nature and purposes of the
enemy that confronts us.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Juppl.

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Speaker, it might be
worthwhile to add a footnote or two to
the very eloguent, persuasive, and I think
absolutely sound statement made by our
colleague from Texas.

While the ultimate objective of the
Communist world conspiracy unquestion-
ably is conquest by force—and we should
remember that it has never yet con-
quered any country, beginning with the
Soviet Union, except by force of arms—
the Kremlin would prefer, of course, to
weaken its intended victims to the point
of practical collapse before the final
knockout blow by force.
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To do that, it has all sorts of tricks in
its bag. Lenin said, “We will use every
ruse, every dodge, every trick, every cun=-
ning, every illegal method, every conceal-
ment, every veiling of the truth.” Our
very decency makes it hard for us to
realize how diabolically clever and
brazen are their tactics of deception.

In 1928 the Kremlin recognized that
it could not win according to the basic
doctrines of Karl Marx alone. You re-
call his thesis that the proletarian revo-
Jution was inevitable in industrialized
countries. A few men with machines
could produce so much goods that many
would lose their jobs, there would be vast
unemployment, unrest, and then revolu-
tion. But apparently Marx miscalcu-
lated, because the proletarian revolu-
tion predicted by him has not come in a
single industrialized country, not one.
Only in the industrially backward coun-
tries have the Communists won thus far.

So, in 1928 the Sixth World Congress
of the Communist Party in Moscow
adopted what is called “Theses on the
Revolutionary Movement in the Colonies
and Semicolonies.” This became its
blueprint. From that time on the Com-
munists gave major attention to the un-
developed countries and the weak gov-
ernments of Asia.

War is the last stage in the Commu-
nist program, and we need not worry
about world war with them unless or
until we let them succeed in the first two
stages.

The first stage is subversion. Whom
can they subvert? They cannot sub-
vert the strong. The gentleman from
Texas has made clear how they tried to
subvert this country and did not succeed.
They cannot subvert Norway; they can-
riot subvert Switzerland. They can con=-
fuse, beguile, and weaken strong, stable
countries a certain amount, but they
cannot successfully subvert the strong.

Whom then can they subvert? The
weak. So in 1928 they shifted their
major attention to Asia, where a whole
continent of people was struggling to
gain freedom from European colonial-
ism. I predict that when history is writ=-
ten it will record that one of the greatest
victories Stalin ever achieved was in our
minds, getting us to concentrate our at-
tention almost exclusively on Europe
while the Communist world was working
day and night to try to get control of
Asia—as the cheaper and surer way to
get Europe and then ourselves. After the
war it concentrated its attention even
more upon the young struggling Repub-
lic of Korea, on defeated, disorganized,
and weakened Japan, on the weakened
government that was in China after hun-
dreds of years of foreign domination,
civil war, and 8 years of Japanese inva-
sion, on the weak government in the
Philippines when it got its independ-
ence simultaneously with the end of the
Japanese occupation, plus all the destitu-
tion of war, on the young and weak gov-
ernments in India, Burma, Vietnam,
and Indonesia. For 100, 200, even 300
years under foreign control, able per-
sons in these countries had not been
permitted to rise to positions of real
power and stature. When they finally
won self-government, they had hardly
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more than a handful of persons expe-
rienced in government. Because their
basic problems were so inherently diffi-
cult, they offered the best opportunities
for Communist intrigue and propaganda
to make headway. So Communist sub=
version has been most active and suc-
cessful in Asia, and now also in Afriea,
and some parts of Latin American, where
there are relatively unstable govern-
ments. Subvert the weak.

The second stage, of course, is to di-
vide the strong, and that is what they
have been trying to do, and unfortu-
nately, are doing with considerable suc-
cess in Europe.

Their program is to subvert the weak,
mostly in Asia, and divide the strong,
mostly around the North Atlantic. Then
and then only will come the day when
they go to war, if they need to, for the
final knockout blow. We have to un-
derstand this clearly if we are to deal
successfully with the problems they pre-
sent to us, and not fall into their traps
as we have done so often in the past.

In the last year of his life Stalin made
three major statements—two were in
essays published in the Soviet Union in
February and May of 1952, and the third
his final public address, before the World
Congress of the Communist Party in
Moscow in October and November of
1952. It was the first World Congress
held since the war. They do not hold
these congresses, with leaders called in
from all over the world, except when
there is something of the greatest im-
portance to announce. It was at the
1928 congress where they shifted their
major efforts to Asia, and it was at the
1935 congress where they shifted to the
united front tactics. They saw Japan’s
power coming up on one side and Hit-
ler’s coming up on the other side. Moth-
er Russia was threatened. So they shift-
ed from methods of agitation and vio-
lence against democratic countries and
organizations to the tactic of forming
coalitions with the democratic forces
against the “fascists”—the united front
technique of which the gentleman from
Texas spoke.

So when they called the first World
Congress since the war in the fall of
1952, everybody should have known that
it was to be of the greatest significance.
What did Stalin say? He laid down es-
sentially the same line in all three last
statements of his life:

First. The most important event in
World War I was the subtraction of the
Soviet Union from a single world market.

Second. The most important event in
World War II was the subtraction of
Eastern Europe, what we called the sat-
ellite countries and they, of course, call
the friendly democracies, from a single
world market.

Third. The most important event
since World War II has been the sub-
traction of China from a single world
market. Now, he said, in substance, the
remaining world market is not adequate
for the capitalistic powers. Therefore,
it is inevitable that there will be wars
between the capitalistic nations over the
division of the remaining world market.
So the Communist forces around the
world could and should shift their major
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effort from military measures to eco-
nomie, political, and propaganda meas-
ures. That was the basic shift that
Stalin announced in the fall of 1952.
He was saying, “We have it won, com-
rades; we do not have to go to war now.
Just hang on to what we have got in Asia;
maintain the pressures on the weak
countries to keep them weak; stall the
timetables along in Korea and keep the
little wars going in Indochina and In-
donesia and Malaya and Burma and
India, and so on. Break them down
from the inside, and then get the strong,
industrialized countries to quarrel
among themselves about markets and
trade, as we and some of our European
allies are doing at the moment. Dis-
integration of the West is inevitable,
comrades, if we play it smart. Victory
is at hand.”

Mr. Speaker, we cannot ignore the pos-
sibility that history may prove Stalin
correct, unless we, too, play it smart.
What do we have to do to defeat their
diabolical plans and devices? First, do
not let them subvert the weak. How can
we keep them from subverting the weak?
By helping the weak to become strong.
How? Not by just giving them com-
modities or money, but by all the many
ways which will help them to become
able to stand on their own feet, individ-
ually and as a group. Second, we must
do the best we can to prevent them from
dividing the strong. This may be even
more difficult. The heart of our for-
eign-policy problem today is this two-
pronged task: How to hold together and
strengthen the alliance of democratic
powers around the North Atlantie and,
at the same time, prevent the loss of
Asia piece by piece to the Communists.
Or, putting it the other way, how to keep
the pressure on against Commu-
nist forces in Asia, embargo on trade,
nonrecognition of Communist Chiza,
and so forth, so that they do not
take over the relatively weak gov-
ernments there, and at the same time
prevent division and disunity among
the allies around the North Atlan-
tic, some of whom want us to let Asia
go, thinking that they will get more aid
for themselves. That is the difficult dual
task that we must accomplish if we hope
to avoid the day when a showdown
comes in all-out war. If it does come,
I think we can win it. We certainly are
not going to surrender. But it will be
at the cost of the destruction of precious
values in our society and the wealth-
producing capacities and all the other
things that have made America great,
destruction which we cannot even con-
template.

America has to recognize that this
ultimate objective of the Communists
never changes; the objective is fixed—
it is world conquest. The strategy
never changes; it is fixed—it is world
revolution. But the tactics are totally
fluid. They are changed, even reversed,
with the greatest ease.

How brilliant those tactics are we have
seen {llustrated within the last year.
They knew early that they could not win
in Korea. Lenin had said, When you
have to accept a defeat, make it look as
if it is a victory; if you must retreat,
camouflage it as an advance.
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So when they could not win in Korea,
and it was no longer a profitable opera-
tion, their problem was how to get out
of it without letting it look like a defeat
for them; or, better, how to make it look
in Asia like a defeat for us and a victory
for them.

Second, Communist China was in
trouble. It had become overextended
and was so strained by the Korean war
that an increase of 10 percent in cur ef-
fort could have forced China to the
breaking point. So they wanted to end
the drain, to get Communist Chinese
forces back into China to put down the
growing resistance movements there and
to move down into southeastern Asia
for more profitable operations than
Korea.

Third, Stalin died. They needed a
breathing spell in order to tend to their
homework in the Kremlin. Who was to
be the new top dog?

Fourth, there was a new administra-
tion in Washington, and the first act of
the new President was to take our fleet
out of the Formosan Straits where, in-
credibly, they were protecting the coast-
line of the Communists.

Here was Communist China conduct-
ing 2 wars—1 up in this peninsula, Ko-
rea. The other down in this peninsula
Indochina. There was Formosa right
off China’s middle, the most valuable
piece of real estate in Asia from which to
make trouble for the enemy, fichting as
it was on two widely separated fronts.
So when the Communists observed that
act by our new President, they obviously
said, “This man was a pretty good gen-
eral. America could have won this war
in Korea anytime it wanted to. He
might decide to do it. We have got to
calm America down.”

The Communists were in trouble in
Eorea. They were in trouble in Mos-
cow. They were in trouble in China.
They were in trouble in Washinzton.
So what did they do to relax us? The
first thing was to have Vishinsky siaile,
shake hands and say, “Now let us work
together for peace.” Away went 25 per-
cent of our resolve. If did not cost them
anything except a smile.

Second, they let out 135 or so American
prisoners. Away went another 25 per-
cent of our resolve. That did not cost
them anything either. They had been
saving them for that very purpose.
They doubtless have some more held back
to use for the same purpose again if
they should need to.

The SPEAEKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. JUDD. Thank you. We became
so preoccupied with the return of our
boys, because boys are precious to us,
that we forgot to notice how skillfully
they were diverting our attention from
the main conspiracy.

Then they took another leaf out of
Lenin’s notebook. He had said when-
ever you are in trouble you can always
count on the cupidity of the capitalists.
So they called a world-trade conference
in Moscow and held out tempting offers.
Away went some more of the West’s re-
solve. Our Allies rushed over to try to
get some orders. The trade will not
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amount to much in the end, but the
results in softening the West and divid-
ing the strong have already amounted
to a great deal.

You see with what great skill they can
shift their tactics, so that they can soften
us up, get the Chinese Communists off
the hook in EKorea, and still get what
was in fact a real defeat for them, pre-
sented to the world as a great victory,
especially to those who are unfamiliar
with the facts. They propose truce talks
not because they have to; they propose
a truce only because they are devoted to
peace. And if we do not give them
at conferences at Panmunjom or in
Berlin or Geneva what they could not
win on the battlefield, then we are ter-
rible warmongers who are responsible for
prolonging world tensions.

This is all so elementary that I half
apologize for bringing it up, but at the
same time it frequently astonishes me
how many wonderfully good people will
fall for it, the same people who fell for
the United Front appeals for peace and
democracy and against war and fascism
during the thirties. ¥You have all heard
people say, “Well, Stalin is dead. There
is a change, a new look, in the Kremlin,
Perhaps Malenkov really wants peace
and is genuinely conciliatory.”

There is not a shred of evidence that
the Kremlin has changed a single policy
or doctrine in the slightest. Everything
the Kremlin has done since Stalin's
death has been in harmony with the
new line he laid down the year before
he died. They are carrying out in good
faith exactly the shift in tactics which

he had announced they were now in a-

position to do, because they had con-
quered one-third of the world, split the
world market, and the remaining two-
thirds would not be enough for the cap-
italist powers. They could afford to wait,
keep the pressure on the free nations, and
let them destroy each other in capitalist
wars over the remainder.

We are, indeed, at one of the cross-
roads of history, or watersheds, as the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies] called
it. The immediate test will not be a
military one. It isa test of our maturity,
our intellizence, our steadfastness, and
our patience, Will we stick with the
basie policies which, to the credit of Mr.
Truman, were started in his administra-
tion in 1947, when, with the Republican
80th Congress—it was a genuinely non-
partisan policy—America said, “Thus far
and no further in Europe.” If we will
now have that kind of a steadfast policy
in Asia and the Middle East, as well as in
Europe, and sustain and strengthen that
policy, not just by dollars but by reso-
lution in our hearts, the forces on our
side are the stronger. Late as it is, only
two things could defeat us. One, if we
should underestimate the enemy, and be
lulled to sleep by his peace tactics. The
other, if we should underestimate our-
selves and the strength of the free peo-
ples of the world, especially those behind

the Iron Curtain, who are today the most-

valuable and most dependent ally we

have, the ally that can do the most dam-

age to the enemy, and one which we must

not, under any circumstances, discour-

age, or undercut, or sell down the river
Cc—197
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by any act that will strengthen the Com-
munists anywhere.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has again
expired.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. WickersHaM] to speak on the
rule.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker,
the rule before us today relates to re-
sources. One of the greatest resources
is our soil. If we in America do not do
our part to save the remaining 3 inches
of soil in this world in the next 200 years,
there will be no soil.

I support this rule. Senator Mon-
RONEY, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel, and I have had similar pending
resolutions for some time. I wish to
commend the chairman and members of
this committee for their action in bring-
ing this resolution to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, there is another great
resource of this country that we need to
think about, and that is the youth of
America, the Boy Scouts, the 4-H Clubs,
the FFA, and particularly the Girl Scouts
of America. Tomorrow—that is, on
March 12—the Girl Scouts of America
will be 42 years old.

Mr, Speaker, it is appropriate that this
Nation should, on March 12, 1954, pay
tribute to the Girl Scouts of the United
States of America. On March 12, 1912—
42 years ago—Mrs. Juliette Gordon Low,
of Savannah, Ga., founded this organi-
zation.

_ The idea of Scouting was already some
4 years old when Mrs. Low acted. The
Boy Scout program had been initiated
in England in 1908 by Sir Robert Baden-
Powell. Girl Scouts, known as the Girl
Guide movement, began a year later
under the leadership of Sir Robert's
sister.

It is evident that someone else might
have originated Girl Scouting in this
Country. History makes it clear for us
that it is to Mrs. Low—not to anyone
else—that the name of ‘“founder” be-
longs.

She was 52 years old when her moment
for action came. Her life up to that
moment had prepared her for the course
she was to take., She had been educated
here and abroad. She had married an
Englishman. Yet, she was well-founded
in American thought. An ancestor of
hers, a girl, had been captured by an
Indian tribe at an early age and had
lived with the Indians for 4 years. That
ancestor, far from resenting her cap-
tivity, had enjoyed it. She passed down
her Indian name—Little-Ship-Under-
Full-Sail—and her appreciation of the
first Americans. These became family
traditions.

Mrs. Low was a loyal southerner. As
a child, she had witnessed the siege of
Savannah. Yet, she felt that all
Yankees were not necessarily bad be-
cause her grandfather lived in Chicago.
She loved him and her visits to his home
were full of pleasant memories.

It was an act of Providence that she
should number among her English
friends Lord Robert and Miss Agnes
Baden-Powell. Following through on
the Girl Guides idea, she supervised the
work of a troop in Scotland and two
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troops in London. She learned that girls
maintained interest in scouting whether
they were city girls or country-born and
country-bred. She learned that the de-
sire of youth to associate together in
work and play laughed at mnational
boundaries. By the time she had de-
cided to visit the United States in 1912,
Girl Scouting had already spread to Den-
mark, Finland, Poland, and Germany, as
well as to all British possessions.

Mrs. Low wanted to start Girl Scouting
in the United States. There was nothing
like it here. There was some opposition
to the Baden-Powell movement among
those who did not understand it. There
were even greater obstacles to overcome.
Guides meant nothing in American his-
tory: Scouts did. She would have to
change the name and a great many
things besides the name.

Hands Around the World, a book pub-
lished in 1949 by the Girl Scouts of the
United States of America, puts true em-
phasis on the struggles of Mrs. Low to
convince Americans that “Scouting for
ig:iﬂs is not the same as Scouting for

oys.”

There was little doubt that Mrs. Low
was aware of the changes which would
have to be made before Girl Scouting
could be a success here, but she was
convinced of the universal rightness of
the movement itself.

The cable she sent her family in Sa-
vannah before she left England for
America in 1912 indicates her powerful
enthusiasm.

That cable read, “I am bringing home
the biggest thing yet.”

Nineteen hundred and twelve. Big
events were in the making. China had
just thrown over her century-old em-
pire and had formed a republic. An un-
easiness was stirring in the Balkans
which was to eventually erupt into World
YWar I.

Even as she set foot on her homeland,
Mrs. Low was thinking, “One individual
often does more than a whole govern-
ment or an army. When you get an
idea that will do good, follow it up and
do not fear that, because it is only you,
it cannot succeed.”

This woman of decision had only been
in Savannah for a few days, when she
called her friend, Nina Pape, head mis-
tress of a girls’ school.

“Come right over, Nina,” she said,
“I've got something for the girls of Sa-
vannah and all America, and all the
world, and we are going to start it to-
night.”

Mrs. Low did start it.

The original group was less than 10
in number. In 1915, there were 5,000
Girl Scouts., In 1919—right after World
War I—there were 34,000. By 1944, the
32d anniversary of Girl Scouting, there
were 850,000, Today, there are approxi-
mately a million and a half Girl Scouts
in the United States. This latter figure
is the active list. Graduate Girl Scouts
number up in the millions, Mothers and
daughters have already been members of
the same organization. Someday soon,
mothers, daughters, and grandmothers
will have shared in the same experience.

Mrs. Low organized the first Girl
Scout camp during the summer follow=-
ing the first meeting on March 12, 1912,
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She was the prime mover and coauthor
of the first Girl Scout handbook, How
Girls Can Help Their Country. She
was behind the formation of a national
board, located in Washington, D. C., in
1915. When headquarters were moved to
New York Ci.y, she kept right on devot-
ing her time and tireless energy to Girl
Scouting.

Her enthusiasm spread to others.

Brownie troops, Scouting for younger
girls, had its start at Marblehead Neck,
Mass., in 1916, under the superb guid-
ance of women who knew the dream of
Mrs. Low. Mrs. Woodrow Wilson be-
came the first honorary president of our
Girl Scouts in 1917. Since that time,
the wife of each President of the United
States has assumed that additional
honor.

Mrs. Low was not wealthy. She ex-
hausted her personal resources early in
her crusade. She was even forced to
sell priceless family heirlooms in order
to keep on with her work.

As a girl, Mrs. Low’s health had not
been of the best. She was slightly deaf.
Her deafness became more pronounced
as she grew older. Her health, her lack
of hearing, did not halt her in her many
trips, her numerous lectures, her cease-
less publicizing of her fine cause.

March 12, 1954. What does it mean
to 1% million American girls? The
promise:

. On my henor, I will try to do my duty to
God and my country, to help other people
at all times, to obey the Girl Scout laws.

The laws are 10 in number:

A Girl Scout's honor is to be trusted; a
Girl Scout is loyal; a Girl Scout’s duty is to
be useful and to help others; a Girl Scout
is a friend to all and a sister to every other
Girl Scout; a Girl Scout is courteous; a Girl
Scout is a friend to animals; a Girl Scout
is cheerful; a Girl Scout obeys orders; a
Girl Scout is thrifty; and a Girl Scout is
clean in thought, and word, and deed.

The slogan of these 1'% million girls
is, “Do a good turn daily.” Their motto
is, “Be prepared!”

To these 1,500,000, Girl Scouting today
means that they will be intelligent,
friendly, loyal American women tomor-
Iow.

It means the same thing to the nearly
500,000 volunteer and professional work-
ers now engaged in Girl Scout programs,
adults with the true interest of Amer-
ican girlhood at heart.

To Girl Scouts and to adult workers
in Girl Scouting, March 12, 1954, means
the 42d Juliette Low Day. It is meet and
right that this be true.

Many years ago, Mrs. Low said, “If
the program is not right, girls will not
like it and it will not last.”

The program must have been right,
for it has lasted and grown. It is, at
one and the same time, a blessing for
American womanhood and a bulwark
for American freedom.

We can all say, as if speaking to Mrs.
Low herself, “We Americans are grate-
ful to you. Yesterday you planted the
seed which tomorrow will yield untold
millions of the kind of American beau-
ties your country needs most.”

Mr. Speaker, I should also like to read
a letter sent to my secretary from Girl
Scouts of the United States of America,
National Headquarters, 155 East 44th
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Street, New York, N. Y, as a part of my
remarks:
GIRL ScoUTs OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
March 10, 1954.
Miss MARGARET HUGHES,

Secretary to Congressman Wickersham,
New House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Miss HucHEs: Here is the informa-
tion I gave you over the phone today when
I called to express our pleasure at Congress-
man WICKERsHAM'S intention of mentioning
the Girl Scout 42d birthday on the floor of
the House on Thursday, March 11, or Friday,
March 12, and to offer our services in fur-
nishing any material he might find useful or
necessary.

Dedicated to helping girls develop as
happy, resourceful individuals willing to
share their abilities as citizens in their
homes, their communities, their country,
and the world, the Girl Scout organization
reports current membership at an all-time
high of more than 2 million—over 1,500,000
girls and some 500,000 adults. In this mem-
bership is included over 30,000 men, who pay
dues and who are entitled to wear the trefoil
emblem which is the common emblem of
scouting throughout the world.

Open to all girls who subscribe to the Girl
Scout promise and laws, the Girl Scouts of
the United States of America is the world's
largest organization of its kind.

An important current project of the na-
tional Girl Scout organization is helping
bring the Scouts’ wholesome program of fun
and learning to girls who are on the move—
daughters of construction workers who are
beating a path from one enormous project
to another to help build the new industrial
marvels that are changing the face of Amer-
ica, and to the children of migrant agricul-
tural workers. Realizing that children need
a “sense of belonging” for healthy develop-
ment, the Scouts have carried on pilot proj-
ects which have demonstrated that Scout
membership opens the doors of friendship
to girls who move into a strange community
and try to put down roots for as long as
father's job keeps them there. Through
scouting, in fact, parents—both old resi-
dents and newcomers—find a common
ground of interest, as they work toZether
for the benefit of their daughters. Thou-
sands of girls on the move now can find
acceptance and friendship wherever they
go, through Girl Scouting.

Another Girl Scout project which is win-
ning praise is kits for Korea. This is a dem-
onstration of friendship for children in war-
torn Korea. Over the last few months, thou-
sands of Girl Scouts have made little draw-
string bags and filled them with such small
necessities as soap, face-cloth, writing and
sewing materials. Delivered to American Re-
lief for Korea, two tons of these kits already
are on their way to boys and girls in far-off
Asia.

We are delighted to have an opportunity
of alerting Girl Scouts in the vicinity of
Washington, D. C., to Congressman WICKER-
sHAM’S intention of entering a mention of
the Girl Scouts birthday into the proceedings
on the floor of the House on Thursday or
Friday. We already have so informed our
regional office in Washington, and shall make
every effort to insure attendance of Girl
Scouts in the Visitors’ Gallery. Thank you
s0 much for having given us notification of
this plan.

Cordially yours,
Mary HowArp ELLISON,
Publie Information Division.

Also, I should like to read an article
entitled “They Made a Promise,” by the
John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance
Co., Boston, Mass.:

THEY MADE A PROMISE

One day you looked up and there stood
your baby girl, straight and serious-faced,
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in a uniform. And suddenly you realized
that she wasn't your baby girl any more, that
you hadn’'t played horsie for her in a long
time, and you couldn't remember when you
last carried her up the wooden hill to bed.

“I'm a Brownie Scout, daddy,” she said.
“See my pin, and look, this shows I belong
to Troop 16, and I made a promise to love
God and my country and to help others, and
we're going to take hikes, and today Miss
Alby showed us how to make things with
clay, and when I'm 10 I'll get to be a real
Girl Scout, and, and, and—"

When she had finally run out of breath
you smiled, perhaps too indulgently, made
an appropriate remark, and went back to
reading your paper.

But that evening you noticed Mother had
help carrying the dishes out to the kitchen.
And Saturday morning a certain young lady
made her bed without being told. And when
you'd planned going up to the mountains
over Memorial Day weekend, you were in-
formed that it was more important that a
Brownie make bouquets for our soldier boys
who got killed. You had a pang of con-
science when it hit you that some of those
soldier boys were your own buddies from B
Company. And you helped with the flowers,
too

And so Girl Scouting had begun to work
its own particular wonders in your home, as
it has in so many others. You watched its
qulet infiluence through the years. And
your respect for it grew. And more than
once you gave a mental thanks to the tire-
less people who make such an organization
live.

Today in our country there are over a mil-
lion and a half girls in Scouting. That's a
good thing to know. A good thing to think
about when you get to wondering about the
future. A million and a half little girls,
keeping a sober promise to love God and
their country and to help other people, can
make a big difference in where we go from
here.

JoHN HancocKE MUTUAL
LiFE INSURANCE CoO.
BostonN, Mass,

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Gavin].

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GAVIN. Yes, I shall be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, my very good and able friend and
colleague.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Iam grateful to
the gentleman for his kind words. I
was just wondering whether or not the
gentleman intended to make some re-
marks about the legislation that is go-
iml; to be before us made in order by this
rule. 5

Mr. GAVIN. Yes, I intend to talk
about the legislation.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I am very glad
of that.

Mr. GAVIN. I might say to the gen-
tleman that what we are discussing is
H. R. 6788, a bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to cooperate with
the States and local agencies in the
planning and carrying out of works of
improvement for soil conservation and
for other purposes.

Mr. Speaker, conservation and the in-
telligent use of our soil, water, and forest
resources is vital to our continued eco-
nomic well-being. Indeed, it may well
be that our survival as a strong nation
will depend in large part upon the man-
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ner in which we make use of these basic
resources. The need for the improve-
ment of our soil and water resources and
related renewable resources, is greater
than at any other time in our history.
Supplying the needs of our tremen-
dously increasing population together
with our part in meeting food and
fiber needs the world over during the
recent past has speeded the already
heavy drains on our soil, water, and
forest resources. In spite of present
temporary surpluses in certain foods and
fibers, the long-time trend in the demand
for the products of the farm and of the
forest will be upwards. We of 1954 who
are entrusted with the stewardship of
our irreplaceable soil and related re-
sources must be looking to the future.
I consider H. R. 6788 to be a forward
looking measure which will enable us
to maintain and in fact improve these
vital resources.

This bill is designed to meet the urgent
need for cooperative local-State-Federal
action to protect and improve the soil
and water resources of the Nation’s small
upstream watersheds in order to better
control soil erosion, reduce floodwater
and sediment damage, mitigate the ef-
fects of drought, and provide for efficient
use of our soil, water, and forest re-
sources on a sustained basis.

The need for H. R. 6788 does not min-
imize the fact that much has been and
is being accomplished under our various
existing Federal and State soil, forest,
and water resource conservation and de-
velopment programs. For example,
more than 1,300,000 farmers and
ranchers, operating about one third of
the agricultural land of the United
States, aided by the Soil Conservation
Service and in cooperation with their
local soil conservation districts have pro-
grams underway for the improvement
of their soil and water resources. On
these farms, about one-half of the
planned conservation measures have
been installed. An equally large number
of farmers and ranchers are receiving
help in soil, water, and forest conserva-
tion under other Federal and State pro-
grams such as the agricultural conser-
vation program, the agricultural re-
search programs, cooperative agricul-
tural extension service and the several
State forest services. The owners of
forest and woodlands are benefiting
from assistance made available for fire
confrol under the Clarke-McNary Act
and for technical forestry advice under
the Cooperative Forest Management Act.
Under the United States Forest Service
our national forests have been adminis-
tered on a sound conservation basis for
many years.

In spite of this splendid record of re-
source conservation accomplishments
under these existing programs much
more remains to be done. The present
programs now underway must continue,
but in addition, something else needs
to be done. To accomplish this, H. R.
6788 has been proposed. This bill is
not suggested as a substitute for existing
programs but rather for the purpose of
strengthening the present programs.
The increased interest in upstream
watershed programs is primarily the re-
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sult of the operation of present soil,
forest, and water conservation programs.

H. R. 6788 provides a means whereby
a completely rounded program of up-
stream watershed treatment can be de-
veloped. The very great interest that
has been developing in rural areas in the
whole subject of watershed protection
and flood prevention can be brought into
focus and developed into an effective
cooperative force through this bill.

There is need to give greater empha-
sis to the conservation, control and pro-
ductive use of water high up on the
watershed lands. Here is the point of
first productive use of water and here
is the first opportunity to begin preven-
tion of destructive floods. Recent studies
show that over half of all the Nation's
average annual flood damage occurs on
the headwater streams and a large pro=-
portion of this damage is agricultural.

The Nation’s program for resource de=
velopment needs to give a more realistic
emphasis to upstream watershed conser-
vation and flood prevention. This does
not mean, however, that necessary
downstream flood control measures
should be neglected. What it does mean
is that there is an urgent need for a
better balance between upstream water-
shed treatment and downstream flood
control.

This watershed bill will provide the
additional authority needed in the De-
partment of Agriculture to assist the
States, local organizations and local
people with the conservation of their
land and water resources. It would au-
thorize, with initiative controlled by
local people, and with appropriate in-
dividual-local-State-Federal cost-shar-
ing, the coordinated extension of soil and
water conservation assistance from the
forested hilltops and the farm fields
down through the small watercourses.

The bill would establish a pattern of
watershed treatment cooperation cov-
ering entire watersheds. It is not just
a farm land bill but will apply equally
to forest lands and grasslands as well
as to cropland. The program would as-
sist in the conservation of the highly
important forested watershed lands,
which occupy one-third of the Nation's
total land area, as well as the conser-
vation of our croplands. It would be
effective in the high water-yielding na-
tional forest areas of our western and
eastern mountains. It would be of great
help on the 57 percent of our country’s
forest land now owned by farmers. The
bill would be of assistance on State-
owned forest lands. Large forest land
holdings and industrial forest areas
which together constitute 18 percent
of our Nation’s total forest area would
also benefit. I mention these important
watershed areas to dispel any miscon-
ception that this bill would benefit farm
lands alone.

In closing, I wish to emphasize that
H. R. 6788 is a bill that merits the en=-
dorsement of all citizens really inter-
ested in the long-term welfare of our
Nation. Not only does it provide for the
improvement of our soil, forest and
water resources but at the same time it
calls for strengthening the bonds of
local-State-Federal partnership in the
resource conservation effort in such a
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manner as to permit each to play its
proper role.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H. R. 6788) to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to cooperate with
States and local agencies in the plan-
ning and carrying out of works of im-
provement for soil conservation, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 6788, with
Mr. CANFIELD in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes to the
House in its present form by the unani-
mous vote of the members of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. It comes here
also as the result of a message from the
President of the United States dated July
31 last year in which he asked the Con-
gress to enact this legislation.

However, the bill has a longer history
than that because it covers a subject
upon which the Committee on Agricul-
ture has been working for several years.

Federal assistance in carrying out
watershed programs is not new. It has
been going on for several years as I shall
point out shortly. What has been
needed, however, is legislation to provide
the policies, the framework, and the
standards under which action in the
field of upstream soil and water conser-
vation and flood prevention can be un-
dertaken jointly by the Federal Govern-
ment, the States, counties, soil conserva-
tion or watershed districts and local
citizens groups.

Let me take a moment to point out
what authority there has been in the past
for Federal aid in watershed programs.
The 1936 Flood Control Act as amended
and supplemented authorized the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to plan and carry out
watershed projects, and under the pro-
visions of that act there were 11 such
watershed programs set up. But, that
is all that has ever really been accom-
plished under that act as far as actual
projects and construction are concerned.
There has been a great deal more done
in the way of surveys and reports under
that provision, but nothing more has
been accomplished in the way of projects.
These 11 projects are important, but in
the case of most of them, at the rate
they have been going, it will be 40 or 50
years before they will be completed. It
is the feeling of our committee that this
program has failed to accomplish what
was expected of it and consequently this
bill repeals the authority contained in
the 1936 act, with the provision, however,

-
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that the 11 projects now underway shall
not be affected in any way by the repeal.

The other legislation I had in mind
when I mentioned that there had been
previous authority for watershed pro-
grams, is contained in the amendment
which the distinguished gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]
placed in the Department of Agriculture
bill last year providing for the pilot-plant
program and appropriating $5 million to
begin construction of these projects.
Under this provision a splendid program
embracing 62 projects is now underway.

But what has been needed ‘is legisla-
tive authority to provide for a permanent
program whereby the Federal Govern-
ment can cooperate with State and local
agencies in watershed treatment.

Near the begining of my remarks I
stated that this question had been con-
sidered by the House Committee on Agri-
culture for some time past. One of its
subcommittees headed by the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poace]l] more than 3 years ago began
holding hearings and drafting legislation
to cover this situation. Hearings were
held in Washington, at various points
throughout the country, and the com-
mittee made a most thorough study of
this entire matter.

As a result of the hearings the sub-
committee drafted a bill introduced by
the chairman [Mr. Poacel. Hearings
were held on that bill in Washington and
the bill was reported by the full com-
mittee. That was in the 82d Congress.
However, the committee was not able to
secure a rule for the bill, and it did not
come up for consideration in the House
during the 82d Congress.

In the present Congress a similar bill
was introduced by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poacel and by myself, and
by several other Members. It was sent
to the Department of Agriculture and
the Bureau of the Budget for a report.
As a result of the consideration of that
bill by the Department of Agriculture
and by the Bureau of the Budget, in con-
sultation with the Army Engineers and
the Department of the Interior, the hill
now before us was worked out. With
some changes of language it is the same
bill previously worked out by the com-
mittee and introduced by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Poacel and myself.
The President’s message of July 31, 1953,
to which I have previously referred, rec-
ommended the enactment of the legisla-
tion in exactly the form in which it is
before us today.

Mr. FISHER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. The gentleman a mo-
ment ago referred to a number of proj-
ects that have been surveyed which are
now past the survey and planning stage
and are actually in the process of being
built and concluded.

Mr. HOPE. Yes.

Mr. FISHER. He also referred to the
pilot plants which were authorized in the
last appropriation bill, last year I believe;
and I believe the distinguished gentle-
man also referred to the appropriation
that was made. As I recall, the appro-
priation last year was around $7 million
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for this project.
recall the figure?

Mr. HOPE. I think that is approxi-
mately correct for the projects author-
ized under the 1936 act as amended. The
amount for the pilot plant projects was
$5 million.

Mr. FISHER. Iam informed that this
year there is a reduction of about $1 or
$2 million from what it was last year.

Mr. HOPE. I am not sure as to the
amount that was carried in the budget
this year. Seven million dollars, as I
recall, is about the amount that has been
carried in every recent year.

Mr. FISHER. I just want to point out
in connection with what the gentleman
has said that down in my own district
we have some of these projects in the
middle Colorado watershed area, which
is one of the 11 authorized in the 1944
Flood Control Act, which are being held
up, to some extent, at least, because of a
shortage of funds. They have been fully
approved by the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice, but they have run into great difficulty
and we are afraid that it will result in
some loss, which loss could be averted if
they could proceed expeditiously. I am
wondering if the gentleman does not
agree with me that it would be very wise
for the Appropriations Committee—as I
know they are doing—to go very care-
fully into the matter of considering some
inecreases in the appropriation that would
enable these projects that are actually
set up and have already been approved to
proceed, which would be more economi-
cal than if they were forced to stop in
the middle of their program.

Mr. HOPE. If I understand the gen-
tleman correctly, he is referring to proj-
ects that were set up under the 1936
Flood Control Act?

Mr. FISHER. I have in mind one in
particular that pertains to an authoriza-
tion contained in that act. Of course, in
addition to that there were the pilot
plants or projects that were authorized,
all of which are paid out of the same
fund.

Mr. HOPE. I can say to the gentle-
man that I agree with him wholeheart-
edly and I have appeared in previous
years before the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the Agriculture Depart-
ment and urged that larger amounts be
appropriated for these projects that have
been authorized under the 1936 act and
upon which construction has been
started. I appeared also before the
committee on behalf of the pilot plant
projects that were carried in the bill
last year. My position all the time has
been that we will not be able to spend
any fund for conservation or for flood
prevention where we will get more for
our money than we will in projects of
this kind.

Mr. FISHER. Of course, everyone
here knows the record of the gentleman
and that he has always been devoted to
the cause of soil conservation in all its
forms, but I do think we have a problem
now of financing even to the minimum
some of the projects already set up and
which are in operation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Does the gentleman
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Mr. GROSS. I direct the gentleman's
attention to page 3, section 4, paragraph
(1), where it is stated:

The Becretary shall require as a condition

to providing Federal assistance that local or-
ganizations shall—

(1) Furnish without cost to the Federal
Government all easements and rights-of-way
needed in connection with works of im-
provement installed with Federal assistance,

Is that common to all public works
project bills?

Mr. HOPE. No; it is not. It is in
some of them, in one way or another
particularly in those relating to flood-
ways and dikes along the main channels
of the streams. In the construction of
the larger reservoirs I do not think there
are such requirements as that. Our
committee put that provision in this bill
because we want the local communities
to bear their part of the cost and their
responsibility for these projects.

Mr. GROSS. Does not the gentleman
think that would work an undue hard-
ship, or preclude some projects in some
cases?

Mr. HOPE. I do not believe so. I
kno_w there are a large number of local
projects eligible to come in under this
program where the sponsors are very
anxious and very willing to furnish these
easements and rights-of-way. I think
that is one of the finest and most com-
mendable things about this program,
that is, the interest of the local people
in getting together and doing their part
in sponsoring and carrying out these
programs.

Mr. GROSS. I certainly agree with
the gentleman on that point. I just
hope it does not work a hardship on any
area or community in the country.

Mr. HOPE. I do not believe it will. I
think there is enough interest and
enough at stake on the part of the local
communities that they will find a way
to meet their share of the responsibility.
I may say to the gentleman that there
is no fixed amount that the local com-
munities have to furnish as far as the
total cost of these projects is concerned.
In a great many cases I think rights-of-
way and easements will be donated.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlemwan yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Does this program
conflict with the program of the Army
engineers as to flood control?

Mr. HOPE. No; because this program
deals with soil treatment and the very
small dams on the small watersheds at
the head of the tributaries. There is no
conflict at all between the work that the
Army engineers are doing farther down-
stream and what will be done under this
program up here at the head of the
watersheds. This program carries out a
type of activity that has long been neg-
lected. For many years we have had the
soil-conservation program which treated
the land itself and we have had the flood-
control measures down on the larger
streams, but in between there has been a
tremendous loss on these small water-
sheds because we have not applied any
plan or program to them whatsoever.
This will fill in that missing link,
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Mr. VAN ZANDT. Does this program
emphasize the small dams at the head-
waters of the tributaries?

Mr. HOPE. It consists entirely of a
program for small dams and soil treat-
ment. They are all one project.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. During the considera-
tion of this bill in committee the ques-
tion of the effect of section 7 on projects
heretofore authorized and under con-
struction was brought up and it was said
definitely that this would not in any way
take away any authorization heretofore
given to such projects as the Washita
Valley and others. Is that correet?

Mr. HOPE. That is absolutely correct.
Section 7 takes care of that matter and
states specifically that the authority of
the Department to prosecute these proj-
ects that have already been started shall
not be impaired in any way by this act.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS. May I say that I have
for years been very much in favor of
these projects. Although I am not as
close to them as is the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kansas, I have supported
him many times in his efforts to build
up this big, useful program that is known
as the soil-conservation program.

I have been very much interested, and
I think the gentleman knows of my in-
terest in a project in Ohio, most of which
is in my congressional district. This
project is in a very important part of
Ohio. It is just south of Columbus, and
is known as the Upper Hocking project.
This project will serve people who live in
a fine agricultural section, and these
proposed improvements will tremen-
dously increase the value of many hun-
dreds of acres of fine land. As I remem-
ber it, this project has already been ap-
proved by the authorities and was in-
cluded in the bill that was approved last
year. I was glad that the gentleman
from Kansas brought that out. As I
understand it, the bill that we are going
to pass today does not in any way in-
fringe on what we did last year; does it?

Mr. HOPE. No; those projects were
all begun under the authority contained
in the appropriation bill for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture last year. This bill
would provide for subsequent projects,
but it does not in any way conflict with
the provisions of the appropriation bill,

Mr. JENKINS. I know that the gen-
tleman knows about this Upper Hocking
project.

Mr. HOPE. I am familiar with it, and
I know of the great interest that the
gentleman has in it, and the splendid
work that he has done in securing the
approval of that project. I know there
is no Member of the House who has
shown more interest or given more
thought to this type of activity than the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS. I thank the gentle-
man, but I am still very much interested
in that big project, and I am glad to
learn from the distinguished gentleman
that so far there is no chance of any in-
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fringement on that, and that that will
in due course come along, As I under-
stand it, construction has already been
arranged for and plans are being made
to get it under way.

Mr. HOPE. It is being started. The
passage of this bill will strengthen all
of these other projects which have been
started because it will set up a perma-
nent program,

Mr. JENKINS. I am sure that if this
project in which I am especially inter-
ested in our section is carried out, as it
is planned, it will be a great impetus and
a great inspiration to this conservation
program everywhere because it is bound
to be successful and is bound to be an
advantage for the people. The gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. Hore] is, without
any flattery from me, known as the
greatest authority in the Congress on
many agricultural subjects and especially
on soil conservation. Mr. Horg, I thank
you for your assurance.

Mr. HOPE. Yes, that is one of the
principal objectives of the pilot plant
program.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. GAVIN. As I understand it, this
bill will authorize the Department of
Agriculture to enter into cooperative
working relationships with the States,
counties and local groups to do a com-
plete job on upstream watershed treat-
ment and flood prevention, and at the
present time this type of authority for
cooperative action does not exist. Is
that right?

Mr. HOPE. The gentlemen’s under-
standing of the matter is exactly right.
This bill sets up a new program, which
calls for the cooperation of local com-
munities and the States and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. It begins where
projects of this kind ought to begin,
right at home in the local communities.
No one can envisage how large a pro-
gram this might become because it de-
pends in the end on how much interest
there is in the local communities.

Mr. GAVIN. Then the local citizen
will take the initiative and provide the
leadership? It is intended to strengthen
local participation in flood prevention
work and resources improvement in
their respective communities, is that not
correct?

Mr, HOPE. That is 2xactly right.

Mr. GAVIN. With reference to the
sharing of the costs, as I understand it,
that will be on a fair and equitable basis
between the municipalities and the
States and the Federal Government; is
that correct?

Mr. HOPE. The bill itself does not
set up any formula for the matching
of funds. It will depend upon, as the
gentleman says, an equitable procedure
and the part that will be borne by the
Federa. Government and the States and
the local communities will be based upon
the conditions that exist as far as any
particular project is concerned. Buf the
committee has had in mind that, overall,
it will be about a 50-50 nroposition, the
Federal Government standing 50 per-
cent of the cost and the States and local
communities 50 percent.
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EOPE. I yield to the distin-
guishcd gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
H. CarL ANDERSEN], the author of the
provision in the appropriation bill last
year which made possible the pilot-plant
program.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. T thank
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HorEl
for that acknowledgment. I want to
call to the attention of the House the
fact that it was due largely to the ap-
pearance of the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. Horel before our Subcommittee
on Agricultural Appropriations last
spring that this great program came
into being. The gertleman from Kan-
sas [Mr, Hore] took the time to come
over and explain to the Subcommittee on
Agricultural Appropriations what he
had in mind, and I was personally glad
to do what I could to help secure the
$5 million with which the program has
commenced. Thousands of farmers and
other people in my district in Minnesota
and all through the Nation are grateful
to Mr. Hore for his help in bringing a
real plan of watershed protection and
flood control into actual operation. Mr.
WHITTEN and the gentleman from Wash=-
ington [Mr. doran], and the other gen-
tlemen on our subcommittee joined
wholeheartedly with me in bringing out
of our committee the first $5 million for
this particular work,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kans-3 has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The House
passed that particular appropriation. It
was turned down by the other body. It
was then due to the efforts of those on
our Subcommittee on Appropriations
for Agriculture in conference that it was
written into the appropriation bill for
Agriculture in fiscal 1954. Scarcely any
interest was manifested in the other body
but they have now come to the realiza-
tion of how important this program is.

I want to reiterate that it was largely
due to the appearance of the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Hopel before our
subcommittee on that particular day in
the spring of 1953 that brought into
actuality this hoped for program which
Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. Poace, and I, and
others had had for several years, of try-
ing to do something more than the Army
engineers have been able to do. Their
projects have been so necessarily slow
because of their size that we felt it was
absolutely necessary for the Congress to
put into being a program to initiate small
watershed protection projects through-
out America to do this great job if we
were going to preserve our soil. Mr,
Chairman, it is a matter of pride to me
personally that the Soil Conservation
Service has seen fit unofficially to call
this program in several States by the
designation of the Andersen-Hope wa-
tershed protection program. It is my
sincere belief that this program will,
in the words of the New York Times,
“go down into history as one of the last-
ing and most beneficial legislative ac-
tions of the past decade.” To me it is
the culmination of much hard work and
it has been made possible only through
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the splendid cooperation of Mr. Hore
and his committee.

Mr. HOPE. I wish to add just this
word. I happen to know how diligently
Mr. AnDERSEN and the Subcommittee on
Appropriations for Agriculture worked
on this matter last year. They had a lot
of opposition, much more than is gen=-
erally known. They did a grand job, not
only in accepting this proposal in the
first place and incorporating it into the
bill, but in seeing that it was reinstated
in the bill in conference after it had been
stricken out by another legislative body.
The people of this country who are in-
terested in soil conservation, appreciate
the splendid work that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]
did on that matter.

Mr. FULTON. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON. On line 3, on the first
page of the bill, it says, “That erosion,
floodwater, and sediment damages in
the watersheds of the rivers and streams
of the United States.”

In the eastern part of the United
States, of course pollution is one of the
main causes of trouble, as well as floods.
Could there be read into the word
“sediment” the pollution problems that
affect us on the upper reaches of many
of our streams in Pennsylvania, so that
we can cooperate on erosion problems
and flood control and sediment problems.
within the stream, including pollution?

Mr. HOPE. I realize the problem the
gentleman is discussing. It is a great
problem, but this bill does not attempt
to go into that problem. It is one that
deals primarily with soil, and small wa-
tersheds near the headwaters of the
streams, and does not cover as wide a
scope as the gentleman is suggesting.
But, of course, to the extent that this
does prevent floods further down on the
streams, to the extent that it holds water
back near the place where it falls, it
might in some cases contribute to the
prevention of pollution as well as floods.

Mr. FULTON. $So that pollution is
not automatically left out, and can be
one of the things which the local people
have as a factor in their program.

Mr. HOPE. I see no reason why that
could not be considered.

Mr. FULTON. Thank you for enlarg-
ing it to that extent.

The other thing is this: In areas that
may be termed suburban areas—the
town of Carnegie, for instance, is a sub-
urb of Pittsburgh, and Chartiers Creek
runs through it. In that particular
stream there is quite a lot of sediment
that accumulates and holds up the water
as well as clogs the stream. Above, there
are agricultural lands which are affected.

Would this particular kind of program
be broad enough to take in suburban
areas, where they are along streams, and
where there are agricultural lands be-
hind that would be helped?

Mr. HOPE. I would think that would
be a situation where the local people
could get together and agree on a pro-
gram that would fit in perfectly with
this legislation at least to the extent that
the Secretary of Agriculture is author-
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ized to go under the general legislation
on soil and water conservation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. I would
merely like to state that in discussing
this with various groups interested in
conservation they are not only enthusi-
astic about it but they have one question,
namely: Whether there is the technical
assistance and skilled people, actual peo-
ple within the Department now to carry
out this program, or whether this will
call for additional personnel within the
Department,

Mr. HOPE, As of the present time
and within the scope of any program
that we can foresee for the immediate
future, the Department has ample skilled
personnel to take care of the program.

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. The gen-
tleman feels that the personnel at the
local level is of sufficient technical skill
likewise to take care of the program?

Mr. HOPE. Yes, I do and I might
point out that in connection with the
reorganization of the Soil Conservation
Service special attention is being given
to the watershed program.

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. I thank
the gentleman and certainly want to
congratulate him.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield.

Mr. GAVIN. In ancwer to the inquiry
of the gentleman from Ohio I may say
that I was advised that plans and in-
vestigations on each project to deter-
mine the scope—preparation of plans for
wor<s cof improvement and to determine
the economic feasibility are to be made
in advance of the Department of Agri-
culture entering into a cooperative
agreement with the sponsoring local
group; so they would have to develop it,
prepare it, and then be in a position to
present it and to make justification of it
lgefore Agriculture comes into the pic-
ure.

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
JONES].

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I would like
to direct an inquiry regarding section 7
of the bill. I presume that provision
amends section 1 of the Flood Conitrol
Act of 1936 which was later amended by
the act of 1944 to include drainage.
I would like to have an expression from
the chairman as to whether he is of the
opinion that flood prevention in this bill
will give authority to the Department of
Agriculture to carry out the drainage
problem under the designation of flood
prevention work.

Mr. HOPE. I can say to the gentle-
man that I am sure it does not give the
Department any authority which it does
not already have to deal with drainage
maftters. I am not sure what power it
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has under its general authority to deal
with soil and water conservation.

Mr., JONES of Alabama. I was hop-
ing that it would give that authority,
and I hope that the committee if the
Department of Agriculture does not seek
the authority to carry out drainage
projects that it be included in the bill
because that is an integral and essential
part of flood prevention work.

Mr. HOPE. I would not want to say
that where drainage was an incidental
part of the project that it might not be
included. I think it would have to be
an incidental feature to a situation
which involved flood control unless the
Department of Agriculture already has
some authority to deal with the subject.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The report
of the Corps of Engineers presently being
transmitted to the Committee on Public
Works states under the act of 1944 that
the flood-control work will be carried
out by the Corps of Engineers. The sub-
sequent or drainage work is being de-
ferred to the Department of Agriculture.
It would seem to me that to carry out
these work projects in an orderly fashion,
the authority for a given watershed
should be under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture; otherwise we
disturb the functions of the departments
and we find difficulty. I would like to
see that authority conferred on the De-
partment of Agriculture.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask the
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture if I did not understand him to say
that the bill did not contemplate deal-
ing with purely drainage projects but
that if in dealing with flood-prevention
projects drainage became a vital part
of that plan, this authority would be
given under the bill to the Secretary to
make an agreement which would involve
some degree of drainage if that drain-
age was essential to the development of
the flood-prevention project.

Mr. HOPE. 1 think if drainage was
perhaps an incidental matter that was
tied in closely with flood prevention and
the land treatment phase of the activity
that the measure probably would include
that authority. However, I do not want
to give the impression that was contem-
plated by the committee as a part of
the program because I do not think we
considered that phase of the matter in
connection with this legislation except
as incidental. Certainly there is noth-
ing in this bill which would take away
any authority which the Department of
Agriculture may now have fo deal with
drainage problems.

Mr. COOLEY. I agree with the gen-
tleman in what he said, but I do not want
the impression left in the Recorp here
or with the Members of the House that
if in the development of a proper flood-
prevention project it is necessary to do
certain things that the Secretary would
be prohibited from doing them because
merely there was some drainage in-
volved.

Mr. HOPE. I intended in my state-
ment to the gentleman from Alabama
to make that clear.
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Mr. JONES of Alabama. I believe that
is the interpretation that should be
placed on the bill and I was hopeful of
getting an expression from the chairman
where any future doubts would be re-
solved in favor of a drainage program in
connection with a flood-control program,
because it places too great a burden,
otherwise, on the local people to get the
Federal funds necessary to go ahead.

Mr. HOPE. 1 thank the gentleman
very much for his comments and sug-
gestions. |

Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to take
the further time of the Committee at
this time, but I am submitting as a part
of my remarks the following information
on this bill in question-and-answer form,
as follows:

Question. Is soil conservation the real ob-
Jective of H. R. 6788 and S. 2549?

Answer. The modern concept of soil con-
servation includes many things other than
soll-erosion control. It includes all measures
needed to provide effective use, without de-
terioration, of soil and water resources for
efflcient productive agriculture. It involves
maintenance of soil fertility, disposal of ex-
cess water by drainage, making water avail-
able, when needed, by irrigation, and pro-
tection of land and crops against damage
from flooding and siltation. Prevention of
the frequent flooding of small tributary val-
leys, which often contain the most fertile
agricultural land available to farmers and
ranchers, is a most important soil-conserva-
tion objective. By protecting these bottom-
lands from frequent flooding and increasing
their potential for production, many thou-
sands of acres of wornout or severely eroding
upland can be retired from intensive use
without disrupting the economic balance of
farm and ranch units. Only through such
positive flood prevention can the real objec-
tive of soll conservation be achieved in many
small watersheds. National legislation is not
now adequate to provide the kind of assist-
ance needed by local organizations to ac-
complish their full soll-conservation objec-
tive in an integrated manner on the Nation's
small watersheds.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
establish a big new engineering organization?

Answer. There already exists in the Soil
Conservation Service of the Department of
Agriculture a highly competent staff of sev-
eral hundred engineers who are assisting
farmers and ranchers with engineering prob-
lems. They work in collaboration with
agronomists, foresters, soil sclentists, hydrol-
ogists, geologlsts, blologists, range speclal-
ists, and many other kinds of technicians
to accomplish the presently authorized soil-
conservation job. The Forest Service has an
engineering organization for similar work on
national forests. The proposed legislation
merely extends the area over which this De-
partment would be authorized to assist in
the solution of agricultural problems, in-
cluding agricultural flood prevention. The
engineering knowledge needed to carry out
the purposes of the proposed legislation is
of the type required for programs now being
carried out cooperatively with local people
by the Department of Agriculture. In fact,
the Department of Agriculture is the only
Federal agency now equipped to successfully
carry out, in close cooperation with local
people, flood-prevention improvements con-
currently with other soil-conservation meas-
ures in agricultural watersheds.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
duplicate existing authority for watershed
protection?

Answer. The proposed legislation would
provide for a wholly new type of program,
intimately related to the traditional assist-
ance rendered to local people and their or-
ganizations by the Department of Agricul-
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ture. It Is completely different in principle
from the Federal public works type of proj-
ect which is carrled out by other Federal
agencies, largely at Federal expense, after
authorization by the Congress. Under this
proposed legislation, local organizations must
apply for assistance before the program is
initiated in any watershed, must bear an
equitable share of the cost of any works of
improvement involving Federal assistance,
must contribute all necessary easements and
rights-of-way, and must assume responsi-
bility for all operation and maintenance.

Question. Could upstream waterflow-re-
tarding structures and downstream reser-
voirs become competitive?

Answer. This is a situation that could arise
but, in fact, seldom will because of the
physical limitations in most watersheds.
Upstream waterflow-retarding structures are
justified by benefits above the sites where
most major downstream reservoirs have been
planned. Should a situation of this type
arise, the proposed legislation provides in
section 6 for the necessary investigations and
surveys to achieve coordination.

Question, Would the proposed legislation
lead to unbalanced storage systems for large
watersheds?

Answer. The proposed legislation 1s de-
slgned primarily to meet small watershed
problems when assistance is requested by
local organizations, Generally, the small
watershed program will not materially affect
the design or location of downstream reser-
voirs. The principal benefits of the small
watershed program will be within the con=-
fines of the watershed itself with diminish-
ing effects downstream. On the other hand,
downstream reservoirs controlling larger
areas of more than 250,000 acres will not
affect the economic feasibility of the small
watershed program. Through this new
watershed legislation, upstream agricultural
interests for the first time can look forward
to assistance in achieving sufficient protec-
tion to permit economic utilization of their
land resources, without waste and without
depriving downstream interests of the pro-
tection deemed desirable from the stand-
point of the national interest.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
split the national flood-control program?

Answer. Since 1936 Congress has recog-
nized in the flood control acts a twofold
responsibility: (1) Measures on watersheds
for runcff and waterflow retardation and soil-
erosion prevention; and (2) improvements of
rivers and other waterways for flood control
and allied purposes. The flood control acts
do not distinguish between agricultural and
engineering works, but only between meas-
ures on watersheds and improvements of
rivers and other waterways. Certainly it is
recognized by all that measures on water-
sheds include engineering as well as vege-
tative measures. Unfortunately, specific re-
sponsibilities are not adequately delineated
in the flood control acts. As a resulf, the
watershed program vital to agricultural
interests has been delayed. New legislation
is essential to define the responsibilities of
the Department of Agriculture in the water-
shed field and thereby permit coordination
of programs on the basis of understandable
terms spelled out by the Congress. Agri-
cultural interests on upstream watersheds
are entitled to be served by an agricultural
agency equipped and staffed to meet their
particular needs in a cooperative program.,

The record shows that up to the present
time the Corps of Engineers has built or has
under construction a total of 165 flood-
control and multiple-purpose reservoirs
which will have a total storage capacity of
approximately 158 million acre-feet. The
average size of these reservoirs is therefore
approximately 958,000 acre-feet. The Corps
of Engineers has built a total of 10 dams
that impound less than 7,000 acre-feet of
storage, and these 10 special-purpose dams
contain just three ten-thousandths of 1 per-
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cent of the total storage provided by the
Corps of Engineers in all its reservoirs for
flood control and other purposes.

On the other hand, the Department of
Agriculture has completed or has wunder
construction in the 11 watersheds author=-
ized for flood-prevention programs in 1944,
a total of 204 waterflow-retarding structures
containing a total storage of approximately
112,000 acre-feet, or an average storage per
structure of 556 acre-feet. Only two of these
structures exceed 5,000 acre-feet in size. In
other words, the average capacity of reser-
voirs built by the Corps of Engineers to date
has been 1,724 times that of the average
waterflow-retardation dams built by the
Department of Agriculture.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
invade the private engineering fleld?

Answer. There would be no difference in
competition with private engineering organi-
zations than now exists in connection with
works of improvement installed under au-
thority of the flood-control acts. The De-
partment of Agriculture in its cooperative
programs with local people has consistently
encouraged the use of local private engineer-
ing services when such services are obtain-
able. There would be no change in this
policy.

This is a new program. Local groups will
require their own engineers in addition to
the Federal techniclans. It will clearly mean
more, not less, work for private engineers.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
short circuit Congress?

Answer. The proposed legislation provides
that plans, accompanied by the views and
recommendations of the interested Federal
agencies, will be transmitted to the Congress
through the President before installation of
the program is commenced. The Congress
would exert the same control over the pro-
gram as it does over other national programs
of the Department of Agriculture. Very im-
portant safeguards are the requirements that
local organizations apply for assistance be-
fore the program is initiated in any water-
shed, share the cost of any works of im-
provement involving Federal assistance, con-
tribute all easements and rights-of-way, and
assume responsibility for operation and
maintenance. In addition, the Congress is
kept fully informed during the appropria-

"tion process of the progress being made in

the installation of works of improvement.
These requirements appear to be at least
equal to any that are in effect for other pro-
grams administered by the Department of
Agriculture or of public-works programs ad-
ministered by other departments.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
preclude the Public Works Committees from
assuming jurisdiction over an engineering
program?

Answer. The program contemplated by the
proposed legislation is logically one of pri-
mary interest to the Agriculture Committees
since it is designed to aid the agricultural
interests of the Nation in conserving their
basic agricultural land and water resources,
and protecting the crops and improvements
made possible by their use. It is an agricul-
tural program and not a public-works pro-
gram. At every step the watershed program
will be dependent upon the wishes and de-
sires of local interests who will plan with
the cooperation of Federal technical special-
ists the program they desire, and will decide
upon the type of assistance that would bene-
fit them most and at the same time justify
Federal expenditures.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
promote a plecemal approach?

Answer. The Nation is already many years
behind in the field of resource development,
utilization, and conservation in the up-
stream tributaries as a result of the concen=-
tration of effort on the solution of down-
stream problems. The preponderance of
Federal expenditures on downstream works
of improvement provides concrete evidence
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of the lack of balance between upstream and
downstream work. The proposed legislation
would provide a means for achieving better
balance and would provide for coordination
of basic programs where there is positive evi-
dence that such coordination is required.
In most instances the downstream works
would not be affected or need to be altered
because of the protection afforded the
upstream agricultural interests.

The facts are that there has been an ex-
tremely piecemeal approach to the develop-
ment of our river-basin resources for flood
prevention, flood control, and related pur-
poses. By way of comparison, in round
figures, the flood-control improvements com-
pleted and placed in operation by the Corps
of Engineers to date have cost $1 billion.
The projects which were in the construction
stage in 1953 were estimated to cost $3.4 bil-
lion; additional projects in the planning
stage were estimated to cost $3.2 billion; and
other flood-control projects authorized, but
on which no work had been accomplished,
were estimated to cost $2.5 billion. In other
words, the total flood-control program on the
major rivers of the Nation to date, including
projects completed, under construction, be-
ing planned, or authorized represents a total
cost of $9.2 billion. The Chief of Engineers,
United States Army, has testified that the
total non-Federal contribution to the na-
tional flood-control program has been less
than B percent.

By way of contrast, the total funds made
available for upstream flood-prevention im-
provements in 11 watersheds through this
fiscal year have been approximately $41 mil-
lion. To this should be added the $5 million
appropriated by the last Congress to start
work on a program involving $29 million of
Federal funds in 65 pilot watersheds of the
type that would be eligible for assistance
under H. R. 6788. Therefore, we believe
there is every reason for contention that
passage of H. R. 6788 is needed to correct
the piecemeal approach that has heretofore
existed and thereby to provide a better bal-
ance between the control of runoff, water-
flow, and sediment from the upper watershed
areas and major flood-control improvements
on the lower rivers.

Question. Would the proposed legislation
open the way for “basin accounts”?

Answer. The Department of Agriculture
does not utilize on-site benefits expected to
accrue from the application of soil-conserva-
tion practices to cover the cost of waterflow-
retarding structures that cannot be justified
by the benefits they alone produce. Separa-
ble elements of watershed programs are justi-
fied separately on the basis of benefits
attributable to them.

Question. What would be the magnitude
of the program under the proposed legis-
lation?

Answer. The magnitude of the program
that might be carried out under the pro-
posed legislation is dependent upon annual
appropriations, and the ability and desire of
local interests to contribute materially to it,
‘The ultimate magnitude of any program for
the entire Nation is impossible of predic-
tion at any point in time. The proposed
watershed program is readily susceptible to
expansion and contraction in line with na-
tional economic needs.

Question. Under the proposed legislation,
would competent local organizations be re-
quired to assume responsibility for opera-
tion and maintenance?

Answer. Before any Federal assistance
could be provided for installation of works
of improvement under the proposed legis-
lation, the Secretary of Agriculture would
be required to obtain assurances from in-
terested local organizations that satisfactory
arrangements had been made to defray all
costs of operating and maintaining such
works of improvement. Thus, no Federal
expenditures would be made for the instal-
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lation of works of improvement until inter-
tested local organizations had furnished evi-
dence that they were competent to meet
their responsibilities for operation and
maintenance.

Question. Would there be a policy on cost
sharing under the proposed legislation?

Answer. The proposed legislation would re-
quire a greater degree of cost sharing by
local organizations than is generally required
under the Flood Control Acts. The proposed
legislation requires, as a minimum, that local
organizations provide all necessary easements
and rights-of-way, and assume responsibility
for defraying all costs of operation and
maintenance. It also requires that local or-
ganizations bear an equitable share of the
cost of installing works of improvement. In
the pilot plant program, contributions from
local interests will exceed 50 percent of the
overall cost.

Question. Should enactment of the pro-
posed legislation await results of demonstra-
tion?

A. The benefits from the type of work con-
templated under the proposed legislation
have been demonstrated piecemeal for 20
years, both by elaborate research and by
practical application on the land. The re-
sults have convinced the farmers of the
Nation and many others that this is the best
possible approach to soil and water con-
servation and watershed protection, includ-
ing flood prevention. The pilot plant or
demonstration program was not designed to
delay the enactment of the needed perma-
nent legislation for watershed protection.
The agricultural interests of the Nation
should not be further delayed in solving
their watershed problems which have thus
far been given so little consideration by the
Federal Government in river basin develop-
ment.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. There is
no question in my mind but what our
subcommittee last spring certainly had
in mind the cleaning out of channels
and the straightening of waterways so
that the drainage areas could have an
opening for the waters on their way down
to the main streams. In my opinion,
surely that is a part of this particular
legislation.

Mr. COOLEY. I think that is what
the gentleman from Alabama had in
mind.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GAVIN. I made inquiry about
that particular phase of the matter and
they answered by saying:

The question of the size of structures to be
built by the Department of Agriculture has
been raised. The bill provides for a top
limit of 5,000 acre-feet for any reservoir con-
structed under this authority. This is much
smaller than most of the dams built by the

Corps of Engineers and larger than most of
those built by the Soil Conservation Service.

It also goes on to state:

The bill requires coordination with the
Corps of Engineers, section 5, page 5, lines 5
to 14, wherever the plans for a project un-
der the bill would eall for the construction of
floodwater detention structures.

I merely state that for the information
of the Members of the House.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to reiterate what the chairman
of our great committee has said. This
bill is compatible with the message of
the President of the United States which
came to the Congress on July 31, 1953.
Its passage has been recommended by
the Honorable Ezra T. Benson, Secretary
of Agriculture, and it has been approved
by the Bureau of the Budget. It is al-
most identical with the bill which was
introduced in a former session by my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poacel with whom I worked
for the past several years in connection
with this very important matter. Na
Member of Congress has been more in
terested nor worked more constantly and
effectively in behalf of this legislation
than my friend th gentleman from Texas,
Boe POAGE.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PoAGE].

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say that we have had widespread
support for this legislation. This bill is
not any party issue. It is not the brain
child of any one individual or any one
party or even any one committee. It is
something that the people of the United
States have wanted for a long time. It
is something that I believe our people
need and to which they are entitled. It
is something that their Representatives
in the Congress have tried to work out
for them, and I think that their Repre-
sentatives have done a very creditable
job on both sides of the aisle under the
chairmanship of the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], and under
the chairmanship of the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hopel. It is something to
which the Committee on Appropriations
had given proper, and I think very sym-
pathetic consideration, particularly un-
der the chairmanship of the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN],
It has had the support of former chair-
men and of other members of that sub-
committee. So, there is no question
about whose bill this is.

Mr. Chairman, this is a real bipartisan
bill, this is a bill for the people of Amer-
ica. This is a bill to protect the soil and
water resources of America, and I believe
it will go a long way toward doing so. I
hope we do not overemphasize the propo-
sition of how the bill originated or who
originated it or anything of that kind,
because it is not how we got this bill but
what we are going to do under this bill
that is important. I believe this bill
gives us our first opportunity to have a
coordinated general program of up-
stream flood prevention as distinguished
from flood control and to have a much
strengthened soil-conservation system.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE, I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. GATHINGS. The gentleman from
Texas has played an important role in
connection with this whole program.
He served as chairman of the subcom-
mittee in the last Congress and he made
several trips and looked over a vast area
of this country studying the problem
very carefully., I want to compliment
the gentleman for a job well done.
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Mr. POAGE. I thank the genfleman
from Arkansas, I have been interested
in this subject just as has my friend, and
as have many others.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I want to
state that I knew 5 years ago of the in-
terest of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel on this very question. It just
happens that we were able last year to
commence some of these projects.

Mr. POAGE. I appreciate the kind
words of the gentleman from Minne-
sota, because he, too, has been interested
in this work. There has been no monop-
oly of interest in this legislation. But
now what will the legislation do for the
people? And why are we interested in
it? We ought not to be interested in it
unless it is going to be helpful to this
country. Practically all of us will agree
that one of our most serious problems in
America is that of keeping water some-
where close to where it falls. When
water falls from the sky, that portion
which sinks into the ground becomes an
unmixed blessing for the people, and I
do not care much where it is, whether it
is away out in my part of the country
where we get rain all too infrequently,
or here where it rains more frequently;
that portion of the water that sinks into
the ground, where it falls, is beneficial.

It not only supplies our crops with the
necessary moisture; it feeds our under-
ground sources of water. It maintains
our water table. It feeds our springs
and wells. It assures the continuous flow
of our streams, and if this streamflow
comes out from the ground, it keeps
those streams clear running streams the
year around. Whether you are interest-
ed from merely the standpoint of agri-
culture, whether you are interested from
the standpoint of the sportsman, or
whether you are interested from the
standpoint of industry and the supply
of water for the great urban centers, you
must be interested in seeing that the
water that falls from the skies sinks into
the ground and is available for use at
future times because, after all, the great
earth is the best and the largest reser-
voir for water that we have ever known.

The water, however, that runs on the
surface of the earth may become, and
oftentimes does become, a most destruct-
ive instrument. It causes your gullies;
it eauses your siltation; it fills up the
reservoirs that you have built to supply
cities with municipal water. It causes
erosion. It destroys farmlands, crops,
and even vast cities. It causes the
floods—that water running on the sur-
face of the earth. But I call your at-
tention to the fact that no flood ever
originated on the channel of the Mis-
sissippi River. Let me repeat that. No
flood ever originated on the channel of
the Mississippi or any other large stream.
No flood ever originated on the channel
of any stream. Floods originate in pas-
tures and in fields. Floods originate out
where the water falls, not down the
streams where the water is running. The
water running down the stream is but a
manifestation of the flood. The flood
originated up on the high ground. It
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did not originate down on your river
channel,

So, if you are to prevent floods, you
must go up where they originate. If you
are going to prevent floods you must deal
with causes, not simply with results.
You can do some controlling of floods by
building structures, levees, and reservoirs
in the lower areas, but you cannot pre-
vent floods with all of the structures in
the world on the lower reaches of big
streams. You can only try to control the
damage which may be done by a flood
which originated far upstream. The
only place where you can prevent floods
is where the water falls, which is out in
the fields and out in the pastures.

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to my friend
from Kentucky [Mr. GOLDEN].

Mr. GOLDEN. Iam very much inter-
ested in what the gentleman has said
concerning the benefits that come fo the
great metropolitan areas under this bill.
I do not believe that our people in Amer-
ica appreciate the importance of that
feature of the bill. Almost everybody
agrees that it is going to help the farm-
ers and is going to help in soil conserva-
tion, but was it not developed in the
gentleman’s committee years ago and
more recently before our Committee on
Agriculture that there were many of
these cities that were dangerously low in
water supply and that the conservation
of this water is essential to them?

Mr. POAGE. It has been so developed.
And every trip that I have taken has
emphasized that fact. The investiga-
tions that I have made in every com-
munity with reference to their sources
of water have led me to believe that it is
ever increasingly important that we
should take action to get water into the
soil, because by and large there are only
two ways in which our great cities can
meet their need for water. One is with
well water, ground water which must be
recharged from water seeping in, from
rainfall; and the other is water that
comes from reservoirs, streams, or lakes,
which, in turn, must be fed from the
flow of surface water. Your great city
reservoirs are in constant jeopardy as
long as they are subject to flood and
siltation. They are all being filled up by
siltation at a greater or lesser rate.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to my colleague
from Texas [Mr. FIsHER].

Mr. FISHER. As a matter of fact, the
average dam to which the gentleman has
just referred has a life expectancy, be-
cause of silting, of about 50 years, is not
that true?

Mr. POAGE. I think that is about
right; and some in the gentleman’s coun-
try and in mine do not have that much
life expectancy.

Mr. FISHER. From what does that
silt come?

Mr. POAGE. Of course, that silt
comes from the soil of fields and pas-
tures. It comes, of course, from the sur-
face of the soil up somewhere toward the
headwaters.

Mr. FISHER. And that is what the
gentleman is proposing in this legisla-
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tion, to keep it from getting down in and
shortening the life of the average dam?

Mr. POAGE. Just as much as pos-
sible. We know that to the extent we
can prevent that upstream erosion there
cannot be downstream siltation.

Mr. MILLER of Eansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I1yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas, Is it not a
fact that this bill provides that there
must be soil-conservation practices pre-
ceding the flood-control program we are
advocating today so that that silting
problem will already have been taken
care of? That is the part that the farm-
er is supposed to contribute as his 50-
percent share of this program.

Mr. POAGE. That is certainly a por-
tion of it. This flood-prevention legis-
lation is based on the assumption that
the place to start preventing floods is
where the water falls rather than at
the point to which the water runs. If
you are going to stop the downstream
floods you have to get out in the fields.
The farmers will have to cover their
land with a cover crop, those farmers
will have to build terraces, and they will
have to strip-crop their land.

Mr. IKARD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. IKARD. Is it not a fact, too that
these upstream dams make possible the
utilization of a lot of bottomland that
is now under water at certain seasons
of the year, and that is the most fertile,
but is largely wasted?

Mr. POAGE. That is correct. In our
flood-control program we have sought
to protect the larger river channels. I
certainly am not criticizing that. I am
all for our flood-control program. I
want to see it continued. But that pro-
gram does not go to these creek valleys
of which the gentleman is speaking.
Down my way we speak of creeks. Much
of our best land is along our creeks, yet
it is flooded to where much of it is useless
a great deal of the time and will be for
some time to come until we prevent these
smaller floods.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I1yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. I believe the gentle=
man realizes that the Washita River is
one of the most thoroughly surveyed for
this purpose of any river in the country.

Mr. POAGE. That is right. I have
seen some of the work on the Washita
watershed and it is most outstanding.

Mr. ALBERT. It is estimated that
73 percent of what we call bottomland
lies along the creeks rather than along
the main stem of the Washita.

Mr. POAGE. Yes. I think that shows
it very well. There is about three times
as much of this bottomland along the
creeks as there is along the big rivers.

On the program of flood control we
now have, we have been spending in
rough figures about $600 million a year
for some time. Do not hold me to any
exact figure; but we have been spending
only about $6 million a year on flood pre=
vention. Those of us who have brought
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out this bill feel that this ratio is a little
out of balance; not that there is any-
thing wrong in trying to give us flood
control, but we have felt that we ought
to do something more proportionately
toward preventing floods than we are
doing.

Mr. FISHER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. Does the gentleman
agree with me that it is going to be
absolutely necessary if this program is
to go forward, as obviously the commit-
tee, by bringing this bill out, intends that
it shall, that more money be appro-
priated for it?

Mr. POAGE. Yes, I think it is. At
least, we are going to have to use more
than 1 percent of the money we spend
on flood control in the prevention of
floods. If we will, I don't think we will
need quite so much for control.

Now, let me get back to the bill: It is
my own thought that this flood-preven-
tion program can best be explained by
likening it to our highway program un-
der which our Federal Government has
for a great many years contributed to
the States and through the States to the
localities for the construction of roads
and highways. The Federal Govern-
ment does not carry out a program of
highway construction, the Federal Gov-
ernment does not build highways in your
community nor mine, but the Federal
program of cooperation with the States
has given to this Nation the greatest sys-
tem of highways that any country ever
knew. I believe in our highway pro-
gram. The magnificent vote given to
the McGregor bill here in this House just
a day or two ago testifies that this House
believes in our Federal-aid program for
highways.

If it has worked so well in the field of
highways, might we not well expect that
this is a practical approach to the great
program of flood prevention, a program
under which the Federal Government
will contribute to the localities, assist the
localities in carrying out the kind of pro-
gram they think is necessary for their
particular community, under supervi-
sion and coordination with a general
Federal program, just as we have in our
present highway program?

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield.

Mr. GAVIN. The facts are that a
small community can initiate the proj-
ect now, and interest the State and then
the Federal Government rather than
waiting, if it is a small flood-control
project, until the Federal Government
comes in and initiates it, is that not
correct?

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly right.

Mr. GAVIN. It gives the local com-
munity and the State along with the
Federal Government an opportunity to
?a;ticipa.t,e in paying for the cost of the
o

Mr. POAGE. It does both. It gives
to the local community the opportunity
to initiate, and it places on the local
community a share of the cost. I would
think that is proper. I think that we
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should let these programs develop locally
rather than hand them down from
‘Washington.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, POAGE. 1 yield.

Mr. STEED. With reference to what
the gentleman was saying, it is true in
my distriet, and I am sure in many other
places, the local citizens have already
organized themselves into associations
to study this problem and to prepare
themselves to accept this program, and
are now waiting for the passage of
this bill.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct; and if
we do not pass legislation along this line,
there will be nothing that they can do
about it. They cannot come here and
get an Army engineer-sponsored project.
As far as I know, the Army engineers
have never built a project that has in-
volved as little as 5,000 acre-feet of de-
tention capacity. As far as I know, the
Army engineers have never recommend-
ed to this Congress a single project of
this kind. So we must have an agency
which is directly involved with the pro-
gram. The Department of Agriculture
is that agency, but this bill brings in the
Department of Agriculture only at the
request of the locality. It does not set
the Department up where your loecal
people can only wait for some crumbs to
drop. The initiative stays with the local
people.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield to my friend and
former chairman, who has worked on
this program so long.

Mr. COOLEY. I want to ask the gen-
tleman if he and I did not actually go to
the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives and discuss
this entire proposition with the com-
mittee?

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly right.
When the gentleman from North Caro-
lina was chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture I went with him to call on
the then chairman of the Committee on
Public Works and did discuss with him
the coordination of this program.

Mr. COOLEY. And it is not contem-
plated that this will in any way interfere
with the work of the Army engineers or
of the legislative responsibility of the
Committee on Public Works.

Mr. POAGE. Not in the least. This
bill covers a field in which those agencies
have never functioned.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. There were
a series of discussions, and, as far as I
know, the differences which were out-
standing have been resolved. I do not
intend to speak for the Committee on
Public Works and can only speak for my-
self, but we were in accord with the high
purpose of this program and hope that
it will be prosecuted and carried out
effectively.

Mr. POAGE. I appreciate the state-
ment of the gentleman from Alabama.
I want to say that he has personally
spent much time trying to work out this
problem so that everybody would be in
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accord on it, and he has given most val-
uable assistance in working out this
program. .

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I would like
to know whether it is the opinion of the
gentleman or of the committee that when
these small dams or the small dam pro-
grams that we are advocating here have
been completed, whether it will relieve
the tension in the main channels by
slowing down the flow of water upstream
and holding back the water in the deten-
tion dams. Will that not largely pre-
vent, or to a great extent prevent, the
floods on the main channels?

Mr. POAGE. It seems to me to be ele-
mentary that that is exactly what it will
do, because you cannot hold water back
where it falls and also have that same
water coming down the main stream and
flooding some of the cities down below.
If you could have held the water on the
prairies of Kansas and on the fields and
pastures where that water fell—even if
you could have made one-half of it sink
into the ground during your great flood
in 1951, I doubt very much whether you
would have had the serious losses which
you sustained at Topeka and Kansas
City at that time.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield.

Mr, WHITTEN. I commend the gen-
tleman for his unceasing efforts on behalf
of this legislation over the last several
years. I wish to point out that this
should be a great step forward. As the
gentleman knows, we have had 11 water-
sheds and flood-prevention programs
authorized for many years, we have had
a problem trying to get funds through
the Congress to prosecute those works.
Our subcommittee did provide $5 million
last year for pilot plants to test the value
of this type of project throughout the
United States. Apparently, everybody
seems to be interested in that very much.
We have $5 million in the budget this
year to expand those pilot plants.

I would like to point out that this
year's budget provides less money for the
11 watersheds where the work is going
on, than the amount that they were able
to use last year. So I do hope that we
can get funds to prosecute the works in
the watersheds where the plans are un-
derway, because that is the best way to
further demonstrate the value of this
type of structure, through the pilot
plants, and then by completing the proj-
ects in these 11 watersheds.

I appreciate the gentleman giving me
this time to say these things, and I
know that he has contributed as much
as anyone in the Congress toward work-
ing out this problem.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has again expired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GAVIN. Favorable action, no
doubt, has been taken by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department of
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the Interior and the Bureau of the
Budget on this legislation?

Mr. POAGE. In the report you will
find the recommendation from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. You will also find
the report recommending the passage of
this bill by the Bureau of the Budget,
and the report says that they speak for
the other departments.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. HOEVEN. Fear was expressed a
few moments ago that these proposed
projects would constitute a financial
burden on the local communities. I
think it should be clearly pointed out
that none of these projects will be in-
augurated unless it is with the consent
of the people in the local communities;
unless it is with such consent of the
people in the local communities, nothing
will be forced upon them whatsoever.

Mr. POAGE. That is right.

Mr. HOEVEN. They will have to be
initiated at the grassroots. So if they
are fearful about financial responsibility,
they do not have to go into the under-
taking?

Mr. POAGE. That is right.

Mr. LOVRE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Chairman,

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dakota.
Mr. LOVRE. I want to commend the

gentleman for the yeoman service he
has performed on this legislation. I was
a member of the subcommittee. In 1951
we made a few trips inspecting these
various projects. Not at any time have
I heard any opposition to this type of
legislation. As a matter of fact, I have
never seen such complete unanimity of
favorable opinion on any legislation as I
have on this type of legislation.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman,
He, too, has been most active in bringing
this measure to its present favorable leg-
islative position. He was a most valu-
able member of the subcommittee.

Getting back to the details of the bill,
we have long been faced with the ques-
tion of how we were going to do this
kind of watershed work. Everybody is
agreed it should be done. So we have
brought in this bill which authorizes
these steps: It allows any community
in the United States, through a new or
existing organization, whether a city,
county, watershed district, soil-conser-
vation district, or any local government
agency so authorized by State law to ask
the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect
their problem and see if a plan can be
worked out that will be mutually agree-
able to the locality and the Secretary.
The Secretary is empowered to make
those investigations. If they are favor-
able, he then goes a little further and
must determine the ratio of the benefits
to the estimated cost, and only in the
event that the ratio of benefits to esti-
mated cost appears to be favorable, can
he go further and recommend that the
Federal Government cooperate with the
locality by paying part of the cost. This
is to prevent a community that might
feel there was great need for some struc-
ture, but where there was not as much
benefit to be derived as there was cost
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involved, from spending money that
would not be an economical expenditure.
Then after the Secretary has found that
it is a good economic investment, the bill
authorizes him to so report to the Presi-
dent and then to the Congress. The bill
requires local contributions, but it makes
possible construction which many local-
ities could never make without Federal
help.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. CurTis].

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, it is a source of considerable satis-
faction to me that this legislation is go-
ing to be enacted into law in this session
of Congress., I wholeheartedly support
this legislation. It meets a need in our
conservation work that has been felt for
a long time.

The pattern it follows is sound. The
very fact that local communities must
initiate it and must pay part of the cost
makes it a sound and economical pro-
gram and one that will be geared to the
actual needs as they exist, and it will
not lead to empire building on the part
of any Federal agency.

I want to pay my respects and compli-
ments to the Committee on Agriculture,
the various individuals who have worked
on this legislation, to the Appropriations
Subcommittee, and the Subcommittee on
Agriculture for what they have done
here. But I believe also we should say
something about the people back home
who have promoted this legislation and
have made it possible.

Something over a year ago it was my
privilege to arrange an appointment at
the White House with President Eisen-
hower when some 50 or 60 conservation
leaders over the United States came to
Washington and presented to President
Eisenhower the picture about this prob-
lem and the need for a program such as
this. Those conservationists from all
parts of the country spent several days
here. They met with a group of men
from this body, held a meeting over in
the Agricultural committee room. They
had another meeting with certain Mem-
bers of the other body, and they fol-
lowed up with several trips to Washing-
ton and got the wheels rolling so that
today we have these efforts that you gen-
tlemen here have put forth so long com-
ing to fruition because we have the ad-
ministrative backing of the President,
the Bureau of the Budget, and the De-
partment of Agriculture for this bill.

The individual who promoted this
meeting, who brought these conserva-
tion-minded leaders to Washington,
happens to be a gentleman from my dis-
trict. I refer to Mr, Raymond McCon-
nell, Jr., the editor of the Lincoln
(Nebr.) Journal. Mr. McConnell has
given months and years of unselfish
service in this cause. He is one of the
cochairmen of the Salt Creek-Wahoo
Water Conservation Commission. He
formulated this program, he contacted
these people over the country, brought
them here, and had a great part in sell-
ing this idea to President Eisenhower
and to the various executive agencies.
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska, I yield
to the gentleman from Kansas, chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. HOPE. I simply want to take this
time to associate myself with the re-
marks the gentleman has made concern-
ing Mr. Raymond McConnell and the
part he has played in the development
of this program.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman very much.

I want to pay my tribute also to the
Members of the House here who for years
have advocated a program that meets
this particular area of the problem.
With the help of these outside leaders
in the conservation movement we are at
last able to formulate a national pro=-
gram which is a new and significant
step in conserving our national resources.
The ownership, possession, and use of
this good earth is a sacred trust, and we
owe it to our children and our grand=-
children down through the ages to leave
this good earth just a little richer and a
little more productive than it was when
we came on the scene.

This bill is a splendid achievement.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. ALBERT].

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, the en-
actment of H. R. 6788 will be a long step
in the direction of conserving the soil
and water resources of our country.
Briefly the bill provides for a program
of cooperative action between the Fed-
eral Government and soil conservation
districts and other State and local agen=
cies in attacking the problems of up-
stream flood prevention and water con-
servation.

Heretofore, the Congress has set up a
program of the kind now under consid-
eration in 11 watersheds. In addition
to that, certain pilot projects have been
authorized. Except in these areas, there
has been a huge gap in our soil conser=
vation and water control programs, For
a long time the Army engineers have
been grappling with the problem of con-
trolling major floods on the main stems
of the great rivers of this country. In
addition to this, in more recent years
the Soil Conservation Service cooperat=
ing with soil conservation districts has
instituted a program of conservation on
individual farms. This program, sup=-
plemented by the so-called ACP funds,
has gone a long way toward encouraging
farmers to adopt scientific soil conser=
vation practices on their land. Under
this program, tens of thousands of farm
ponds have been built; terraces have
been constructed; proper land use has
been applied; and rotation practices
have been instituted. These things have
caused a veritable revolution in Amer=-
ican agriculture. Yet, with all the gains
that have been made, a big area in the
conservation field has been left almost
untouched. This is in the area of up-
stream flood prevention.

One of the major segments in a co=
ordinated flood control and soil con=-
servation program is in the area between
the farm pond and the huge downstream
reservoir. We have trapped millions of
tons of water in farm ponds and in
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seeded pastures on the one hand and
huge reservoirs on the other., We have
learned, however, that in spite of all
this, floods have a way of developing in
the creeks and tributaries of our larger
streams. This is not the kind of job
that the Corps of Engineers has been
tackling, and it is a job too big for indi-
vidual farmers or even individual soil
conservation distriets. The flood pre-
vention program of the Soil Conserva-
tion Service has supplied the answer.
This program, instituted in 11 water-
sheds a few years ago, has gone far
enough now to make it erystal clear that
it ought to be extended to every water-
shed in the United States.

This program is in demand every-
where. Citizens from all sections of our
country have petitioned our committee
to give them the benefits of this fine
program. Only a few days ago I re-
ceived a letter from my district advis-
ing that a new watershed association,
known as the Poteau River Watershed
Council of Soil Conservation Districts,
had been formed. It was organized for
the specific purpose of working out an
upstream flood-control program in an
area where such a program could veri-
tably work wonders. Heretofore, I have
heard from representatives of Blue Val-
ley Flood Control, Inc., an organization
of farmers ready to push a program of
upstream flood prevention in the Blue
River watershed. Expressions of inter-
est in this program have also been re-
ceived from residents of the Kiamichi,
Boggy and Little River areas in my dis-
trict. The enactment of this bill fol-
lowed by adequate appropriations
would make it possible for such groups
as these to forge ahead immediately with
an effective program of watershed con-
servation.

The people of my district, and for that
matter the overwhelming majority of the
people of my State, in my judgment,
support the principle of this bill. They
believe that it is better to prevent floods
than to control them. They believe that
it is better to stop the water where it
falls than to catch it after it has reached
destructive proportions. They believe
that wherever possible it is better to save
fertile lands than to submerge them.

For some unexplained reason, in re-
cent months upstream rivershed conser-
vation has come under attack from cer-
tain exponents of large dams. There
seems to be a feeling on the part of some
that those who want upstream filood
prevention are violently opposed to
downstream flood control. This is not
true. The thousands of my constituents
who have advocated the principle in-
volved in this bill favor controlling floods
wherever and however necessary. They
do feel, however, and I think rightly so,
that as much of the job as possible should
be done in the upper reaches of our wa-
tersheds and that large dams should not
be built covering up thousands of acres
of fertile valley lands and driving people
from their homes, unless it is absolutely
necessary and unless proper upstream
flood prevention will not do the job alone.
‘We believe that the creeks should be con-
trolled first and huge expensive, down-
stream river structures built later if
needed. We are convinced that if proper
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upstream practices are instituted many
of the huge, costly reservoirs now con-
templated on the main stems of our large
rivers will be unnecessary.

In Oklahoma our people are particu-
larly alert to the advantages of this type
of program. This is because we have in
our State a going project in the Washita
Valley which was one of the 11 projects
originally authorized. While the con-
struction program on this watershed, ex-
cept for a few creek watersheds, is only
getting started, enough work has already
been done to convince our people that it
is basically sound. No watershed in the
country is so well organizec or so thor-
oughly charted as to the potential bene-
fits of upstream flood prevention. I
think it would be helpful to the House if,
by way of illustration, I read into the
record at this point an analysis of this
project and its problems which has been
prepared and condensed into a few par-
agraphs by the Washita Valley Flood
Control Council. I quote from the coun-
cil's brochure on the Washita Valley
flood prevention program:

What is the Washita Valley project?

A plan to stop water where it falls, stor-
ing surplus water and releasing it slowly.
This prevents excess runoff and floods, that
take the soil away—32 million tons a year
now. It steps:

1. Land treatment, a fundamental pro-
gram to use every acre of land wisely and in
accordance with its capability.

2. A network of small detention dams
built on waste lands upstream from the
fertile creek bottomlands to prevent start
of floods on the 64 creeks. Every creek along
the 5,085,040-acre Washita will' have flood
protection, upstream.

The Washita Valley program is a flood
prevention program, an agricultural recov-
ery and improvement plan. It is not like
other flood control programs vhere control
is attempted by large and expensive dams
far down on the main stem of rivers.

* * * Flood prevention by land treat-
ment and upstream detention dams is far
more econcmical, practical and safer than
controlling floods aft:r large volumes of
water have been allowed to ravish the land
and endanger lives.

The benefit of the Washita Valley pro-
gram is 214 times the cost.

Forty percent of the land treatment phase
is completed. This part of the program will
reduce flood damages 2 to 5 percent during
major storims and £J percent during minor
storms. * * *

Stopping water where it falls lets rainfall
seep into the ground, enriching crops, reviv-
ing springs with clear water.

At present, the Washita Valley floods are
endangering numerous municipal water
systems. Sedimentation is depleting ca-
pacity of reservoir storage.

Silt won't flow when water is stopped
where it falls. Water won't run off and cause
flouds when silt is stopped. Soil conserva-
tion practices accomplish this result.

Without help soon in preventing floods,
the flood plain will continue to widen.
Floods will be worse each year. We must get
action before it is too late—saye, improve
the soil in Oklahoma's breadbasket, in our
time.

Large or small, our river watersheds are
dying. The cause: erosion on the slopes,
floods and sedimentation on the bottoms.
People of the Washita Valley are determ-
ined to do sometling about it—through the
soil conservation district program of (1)
land treatment, and (2) flood control by
use of. small detention dams as planned and
engineered by the Soil Conservation Service.
Every creek will be protected from floods;
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farmers and ranchers will be aided in prop-
erly using their lands for production of crops
and livestock and maintaining and improv-
ing the productivity of the soil.

W~ can, and must, get this program
speeded up to be completed in 7 years. We
cannot wait 75 years.

Floods produce damages which may even-
tually wreck the economy of Oklahoma. At
present, about 2 million acres in the water-
shed show slightly accelerated erosion, most-
ly in the flood plain and better range lands.
Another 2 million acres are moderately
eroded, and more than 1 million acres are
severely eroded. More than 70 percent of
the flood damage occurs along te tributaries
of the Washita—so creek-by-creek treatment
is needed badly, now.

The present rate of soil loss each year is
estimated to be wbout 32 million tons of
soll, an average of 6.20 tons an acre, or
17,275 acre-feet. This soil must be saved.

The Washita Valley soil conservation plan
of land treatment and flood control by use
of small detention dams will bring 5 million
8 year saved from flood damages, and an-
other §10 million to landowners and oper-
ators as a result of conservation measures in
farming and ranching.

Floods, occurring along the tributaries 6
to 9 times a year increase their wrath on the
Washita annually, and damage more and
more the valuable 265,000 acres of rich bot-
tomlands on the creeFs. The main stem
never floods all at once, but has 102,000 addi-
tional acres of bottomland, Therefore, in-
dividual treatment of each stream is neces-
BATY.

Unlike big dams which cover rich bottom-
land and fail to protect upstream soil, the
detention reservoirs of the Washita Valley
program do not cover up good land. They
are not silt traps. Tkey help prevent floods.
They actually store more water than big
dams and at about half the cost.

This statement from which I have
been quoting points up the only thing
wrong with the Washita program, and
that is that it has moved too slowly.
Louis P. Merrill, former regional direc-
tor of the Soil Conservation Service for
the southwest region, testified before a
subcommittee of the House Committee
on Agriculture a few years ago at Gates-
ville, Tex., that at the present rate of
development it would take 75 years to
complete the Washita project. This is
ridiculous. It is likewise ridiculous that
less than 2 percent of the flood-control
dollar should be spent for flood preven-
tion while more than 98 percent is spent
for downstream flood control. It is our
hope that the passage of this bill will
reverse this trend. We hope this bill will
point the way ultimately to a philoso-
phy which will dictate that we shall
spend at least 50 percent of the flood-
control dollar on the tributary water-
sheds of this country where more than
half of the good bottomland of this
country is found. The passage of this
bill will enable this program to reach
every watershed in the United States.
This is important. Heretofore only 11
watersheds have been approved for
funds under this program. These 11
watersheds represent 2.2 percent of all
the watershed acreage in :he United
States. This job should not be limited
to specific watersheds. It should open
up opportunities to people in every sec-
tion of the country to begin immediately
a program of watershed development
and flood prevention. I for one want to
see this program applied in every water-
shed in my own congressional district.
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I want to see the money spent for this
rather than for the construction of huge
reservoirs such as that proposed at Mill-
wood, Ark., which would back water into
my district and destroy the economic
background of several Oklahoma com-
munities. With the money contem-
plated for projects of this kind, untold
quantities of flood prevention and water
conservation could be had in my State
and congressional district.

It is useless to build huge watersheds
without a program of flood prevention
designed to prevent siltation. The silta-
tion in Lake Texoma is ample evidence
of the need for the speedy completion of
the Washita project.

Siltation is a problem which confronts
practically every municipality in the
country. Many of us have seen the
spectacle of city reservoirs, full of mud
rather than of water. This is a problem
which has become acute in many Okla-
homa communities. That is why this
program has captured the imagination
of people living in the cities and towns
of my State, as well as those in the rural
communities.

Mr. Chairman, the adoption of H. R.
6788 means a new era in the field of flood
control in this country. It means that
within a short time practically every
community will become flood-prevention
minded. It means that Members of the
Congress from all sections of the country
hereafter will receive demands for the
expansion of this program. It means
that a substantial portion of the enor-
mous funds heretofore appropriated for
large downstream reservoirs which have
literally driven families from their homes
and covered up their fields will be di-
verted to a system of flood prevention
that will react to the benefit of all.

Under authority heretofore obtained
in the House and to typify the demand
for this type of program, I insert the fol-
lowing resolutions and statements:

Whereas technical and other assistance is
provided farmers and ranchers by the Soil
Conservation Service wunder the Federal
Flood Control Acts to plan and apply a con-
servation land treatment program and struc-
tures for sediment control and waterflow re-
tardation; and

‘Whereas such work as being applied on the
Washita River watershed of Oklahoma and
others throughout the Nation has proved the
worth of this program: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Oklahoma Association
of Soil Conservation Districts, in its annual
meeting in Oklahoma City, January 12, 1853,
go on record favoring an expansion of this
type of flood prevention and urge the Con-
gress of the United State: to provide that 25
percent of all funds appropriated for flood
control be used in the Agriculture Depart-
ment's upstream flood-prevention program;
be it further

Resolved, That we urge the Congress to
give early authorizations and provide appro-
priations for all watersheds where survey re-
ports have been submitted by the Soil Con-
servation Service, and to modify legislation,
if needed, in order that this type of program
can be started on small watersheds through-
out the Nation.

Then another,
banker:

ForR THE ATTENTION OF FARMERS AND
BUSINESSMEN
Because we know that you are interested
in the Washita Valley flood prevention pro-

this time from a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

gram, we are enclosing herewith a brochure
together with a petition, Appeal to Congress
and the President, If you have not already
done so and believe in this program will you
kindly sign the petition and have 10 of your
nelghbors sign with you and malil the same
in the enclosed envelope to the Washita
Valley Flood Control Council, Post Office Box
541, Pauls Valley, Okla.

The Congress is not being asked to ap-
propriate more money for this purpose but
is being urged to route more of the money
already appropriated to this worthwhile pro-
gram.

Many of our citizens are manifesting their
interest in this vital movement and this re-
quest will help to speed up action in Wash-
ington. We, as bankers, strongly believe
that the erection of detention reservoirs
along the Washita Valley and a.d its tribu-
taries, as recommended by the Soil Con-
servation Service, will not only help in pre-
venting the disastrous floods we have had
in the past but will also save the soil. Our
bank sends this to you .n t*= public in-
terest. Your help is needed.

Yours sincerely,
E. M. ALLEN, President,

The First National Bank, Chicasha, Okla.

APFEAL TO CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT

As citizens of the Washita Valley in Okla-
homa, we urge completion of the agricul-
tural flood control program of the Soil Con~
servation Service.

The constant, needless flooding is dis-
astrous to the soil and can be stopped if
this proiect along the 5,095,040-acre Wash-
ita is completed in 7 years. At the present
rate of funds it will take 75 years. That
will be far too late.

This can be accomplished by immediate
authorization and appropriation of more
funds for agricultural flood control, and al=-
lotment of more of the flood control dollar
for this needed project.

We deplore the inequity of spending only
1 cent of each flood control dollar for
agricultural flood control, while 99 cents goes
for big dams, rivers, levees, harbors, etc.
Each year's delay in allotting more of the
flood control dollar—3 or 4 cents—to basic
use Increases the loss to Oklahoma and the
Nation.

Seventy-two percent of flood damage takes
place in the 64 creek watersheds of the
Washita—only a small amount along the
river's main course. Thus this grassroots
solution of land treatment and a system of
small detention reservoirs, to stop water
where 1t falls, is the answer. The small de-
tention dams will use only invaluable land,
not fertile bottomlands.

We commend the Congress for its wisdom
in starting this urgently needed, horsesense
approach to flood prevention and control.
We hope it will not be neglected by allot-
ting a comparativ. nothing this year, or in
the immediate future.

Our soil must be protected and improved
now. In 75 years or 50, or 25, it will be too
late.

Typical of the newspaper support for
this type are the following excerpts from
editorials in Oklahoma newspapers:

The Poteau News, Poteau, Okla., January
28, 1954:

“Time has proven that United States Sena-
tor MixE MoNRONEY was right years ago when
he advocated upstream flood control, con-
tending that big dams were not the solution
to the flood problem. It wasn't a popular
stand to take back when all the politicians
were advocating big dams, much to the de-
light of chambers of commerce and recrea-
tion enthusiasts throughout the country.

“MoNRONEY has never been opposed to big
dams. It's just that he has always felt they
should be built last of all instead of first of
all, In other words, he has maintained—
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and now it has been proven true—that it
would take more than big dams to solve the
flood control problem.™

Again, the Daily Oklahoman, Okla-
homa City, Okla., Sunday, January 24,
1954, speaking editorially of this pro-
gram said:

It would save soil instead of submerging
it. It would prevent floods instead of check-
ing them after they have formed. It would
keep land in production perpetually instead
of taking fertile land out of production per=
manently. Naturally, it is impossible to
build a big dam in any alluvial valley with-
out destroying many thousands of the most
fertile acres in the State.

The little-dam advocates lack the support
of an element that is rendering constant aid
to the promotion of the big-dam program.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will :he gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSEON. I want to com-
pliment the gentleman from Oklahoma
for his fine statement and to associate
myself with it. We have similar proj-
ects in my own second district of Okla-
homa and I know how much it means
to the people and to the future of that
area that this program be carried for-
ward. I feel that the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. Auert] has played a
great role in bringing this program to
fruition as is beirc done by this bill.

Mr, ALBERT. I thank my colleague
who has always shown an interest in
this fine work.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I want to com-
pliment the gentlemen from Oklahoma
[Mr. ALBerT and Mr. BELcHER] members
of the committee, for the splendid work
they have done on behalf of this meas-
ure.

Mr. ALBERT. Ithank the gentleman.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SAYLOR].

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, in view
of the fact that I am the only opponent
of this measure, I will announce at the
beginning that I will yield to no one.

Mr. Chairman, I rise—not to oppose
soil conservation, because I do not oppose
it—but to announce that I do oppose
multiplication of Federal agencies func-
tioning in the field of water resource
control, use, and development. I rise to
find out if that is what we are doing here.

As of today—as all Members know—
there are presently two agencies of the
Federal Government charged with the
responsibility of utilization and control
of our water resources: The Corps of
Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

No Member is unaware of the difficul-
ties of attempted cooperation, the fric-
tion, the differences of opinion in tech-
nical matters and as to areas of jurisdic-
tion, the long-standing and still unre-
solved opposing views with regard to
methods of cost allocation—that have
arisen because of the fact that these two
great Federal agencies both function in
the field of water control and water
resource development.
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The Hoover Commission—and every
other commission or other study group
which has ever looked into the matter—
has recommended that reorganization
be effected which would consolidate re-
sponsibility for these functions in one
Federal agency.

So, what are we doing here?

Are we creating a third major Federal
water development and control agency?

Neither the bill before us, nor its com-
mittee report supply the answer.

I look in vain in the committee’s re-
port accompanying H. R. 6788 for the
comments of the Department of De-
fense—and its Corps of Engineers; I
look in vain in the committee’s report
for the comments of the Department of
the Interior and its Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

It will be noted at page 4 of the com-
mittee report, in referring to H. R. 4877,
this bill’s predecessor, the Agriculture
Committee advises us:

None of the witnesses at these hearings
expressed opposition to the bill or its prin-
ciples.

But, question: Were witnesses from the
Departments of Defense and Interior in-
vited to express their views for the House
committee?

Apparently not, or we would perhaps
find their official Department reports in-
cluded in the committee report accom-
panying H. R. 6788.

‘We do have two agencies now in the
field of water utilization, development,
and confrol.

Does H. R. 6788 create a third such
agency?

The Committes on Agriculture report
on the House bill indicates that it does
not.

Some people think it does. A cou-
ple of people who think so are the Secre-
tary of the Army, and General Sturgis,
Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers.

Let me quote from comments on the
Senate companion bill to the bill now
before this body:

First, from General Sturgis, Chief of
Engineers, before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture on S. 2549, identical to
H. R. 6788.

First:

The bill * * * contains provisions which
are not in the public interest and will inevi-
tably lead to duplication and confusion in
Federal activities, specifically in flood con-
trol, and which will make more difficult the
already complex problem of coordinated wa-
ter-resource development.

Second:

The bill actually would provide legislative
authority to plan and build engineering
works far in excess of any works required
for conserving the soil and increasing its
productivity. In fact, this is the only type
of work that would be authorized by this
bill which the Secretary of Agriculture does
not already have full and clear authority to
undertake.

Third:

The bill contemplates construction by the
Federal Government of a large program of
reservoirs for flood control in small upstream
valleys, rather than Federal assistance in an
agricultural program. * * * The Department
of Agriculture and Bureau of letters sup-
porting it do not indicate the magnitude of
the Federal program that could be under=
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taken * * * the engineering and construc-
tion phase of the program * * * would ag-
gregate many billions of dollars.

Fourth. This plan “would inevitably
lead to another and very large engineer-
ing agency in the Federal executive
branch. This would run counter t> in-
creasingly insistent demands by the
publie, the Congress, and by bodies such
as the Hoover Commission, for elimina-
tion of duplication and overlap in the
executive branch.”

Fifth. Some other comments: “Obvious
duplication,” “in direct conflict” with
accepted principles of coordination “bill
would set a new pattern under which the
legislative committees would relinquish
control they now exercise.”

Sixth. From the Secretary of the Army
in a letter dated February 12, 1954, to
chairman of Senate Committee on Agri-
culture on Senate bill 2549, identical to
House bill 6788:

Eill * * * deserves further scrutiny as to
its relationship to the public interest and to
Federal and administration policy in water-
resource development,

* * * lay the basis for a large new Federal
engineering and construction program
* * * would promote competition and du-
plication of work between Federal agencies.

I feel that the bill should establish a much
smaller limiting size, which would be in con-
sonance with the criterion of local accom-
plishment; and that the bill should specify
definitely that the works authorized should
not be constructed by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Now, those are some of the comments
from the Department of Defense.

H. R. 6788’s title carries the language
“for soil conservation, and for other pur-
poses.” I think we should know what
those other purposes are—and Army's
position is clear. It is my understanding
that the Department of the Interior
shares this concern with the Corps of
Engineers. I think it should be a matter
of concern to this Congress, and for now
will reduce it to this: We now have two
major Federal water development
agencies.

H. R. 6788 apparently would establish
a third such agency.

If we assume this is desirable, then in
the interest of consistency, and so that
Congress may discharge its responsibility
for safeguarding the taxpayers’ doilar,
the taxpayers’ interest in this matter, is
it asking too much to incorporate the
same Federal safeguards, the same re-
quirements for congressional authoriza-
tion, the same reporting requirements
now required of the Corps of Engineers
and the Bureau of Reclamation in this
legislation?

Only last month this body unani-
mously approved a bill—H. R. 4551—re-
ported by our Interior Committee, which
took away the authority of the Secretary
of the Interior to authorize anything but
minor projects without the prior ap-
proval of plans by the Congress.
ﬁ7!(;Z‘é:n:lgressic:ruaxl authorization? Not in

Flood control and reclamation law re-
quires compliance with certain rigid en-
gineering and economic feasibility stand-
ards. Not so in 6788.

Flood control ané reclamation law re-
quires—not suggests, but requires—that

March 11

all other Federal agencies have a 90-day
period in which to comment on any
plans proposed to be effected by the
Department of Interior or Army. Not
50 6788.

Flood control and reclamation law re-
quires—makes mandatory, not discre-
tionary, or a matter of secretarial judg-
ment—submission to the affected State
or States of any plans for comment. Not
so 6788.

Laws governing reclamation and flood-
control activities spell out carefully con-
ditions under which repayment of Fed-
eral dollars must be made—who, when,
how much, and the basis for such repay-
ment. Not so 6788.

Section 4, subparagraph (2) of 6788,
beneficiaries would be required to assume
such repayment “as may be determined
by the Secretary to be equitable in con-
sideration of anticipation”—that appar-
ently should be anticipated in the printed
bill—*“benefits for such improvements.”

I will not labor the point further, but
it clearly :s this:

Let us either amend this bill to require
the Secretary of Agricvlture to meet the
same standards and requirements as are
demanded of Army and Interior in water-
resource development or let us amend the
1902 reclamation law as it has been
brought up to date, and the flood-control
laws now on the books, to embody the
same standards and requirements—if
they may be called suck—as are set out
in H. R. 6788.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. What is the date of
the communication from the Defense
Department that the gentleman read?

Mr. SAYLOR. February 12, 1954.

Mr.COOLEY. Isit notrather strange
that if the Defense Department was
interested enough in this particular leg-
islation to write that communication it
would not have indicated to the chair-
man of our committee a desire to appear
in opposition to this bill?

Mr., SAYLOR. They did appear in
opposition to a similar bill before the
Senate.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
have no doubt but that our friend, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania who just
preceded me, is very earnest about the
views he has expressed. However, I
think it should be pointed out and em-
phasis should be laid upon the fact that,
as I am informed, they are not actually
his views but are those of the Army
engineers. He stated that they were
contained in a message from the De-
partment of Defense, but of course they
actually came from the War Depart-
ment engineers, who we are told oppose
this legislation.

In the opening of his remarks the
gentleman from Pennsylvania also
stated that he had searched in vain
through the report for recommenda-
tions from various departments of the
Government. He is correct in saying
there is nothing in the report from the
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various agencies to which he referred.
However, in all deference to the heads
of these agencies, they are simply the
subordinates and actually the employees
of the Chief Executive of the United
States. The President certainly does
not have to call upon and secure from
his subordinates a favorable report be-
fore he asks for legislation. Nor must
the Congress have such in order to pass
it. Why should these agency heads be
heard to complain, if they have any com-
plaint? The President himself sought
this legislation. I do not always agree
with the President, but in this instance
I certainly do. Furthermore I do not
feel that the views of the agencies men-
tioned by my friend are of material con-
sequence. Whatever they are, there
is no good reason why they should be
included in the report.

Reference was also made by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania to the fact
that there was nothing in the record
or report from Mr. Dodge of the Bureau
of the Budget. I think that is what
he said. I do not want to misquote him.
May I call attention to the fact that
there is a statement in the report from
Mr. Rowland Hughes, the Acting Direc-
tor of the Budget Bureau. This was
sent down to us on August 31, 1953,
exactly 31 days following the message
of the President of the United States
requesting this legislation. Both com-
munications are found on pages 8, 9, 10,
and 11 of the report. In the very last
paragraph of the letter from Mr. Hughes
I find these words:

In our judgment the purposes of H. R.
6788 would be consistent with the view of
the President that “we should move ahead
in the construction of works of improvement
and the installation of land-treatment
measures as rapidly as possible consistent
with a sound overall fiscal program.”

The Acting Director of the Budget,
Mr. Hughes, says that the bill now be-
fore us is in keeping with what the Chief
Executive has requested.

This bill does not create any new
agency. It simply expands a type of
work which has been carried in a very
limited fashion and under other author-
ity for a very long time.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AB I yield.

Mr. HORAN. The Department of
Agriculture has the responsibility for
most of our major watersheds. This is
a watershed improvement and protection
and water detention bill. With the
forest fires right now in Colorado, in the
Colorado watershed we need these up-
stream detention basins.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I thank the gen-
tleman. The facts are that this bill per-
mits the Soil Conservation Service of the
Department of Agriculture in the admin-
istration of these programs to just put
more of them into operation and to ex-
pand this most beneficial and highly de-
sirable work to all sections and regions
af the United States which are in dire
aeed of it.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield.

Mr. HOEVEN. Is it not true that the
jurisdiction so far as this bill is concerned
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is completely within the Department of
Agriculture, and that the Bureau of
Reclamation or the Department of the
Army engineers have absolutely nothing
to do with it?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Of course, the
gentleman is correct. If I had to wait on
the Bureau of Reclamation, and it ren-
ders a good service in its field of opera-
tion, or if I had to wait on the Army en-
gineers, and they render a good service,
too, for the type of program which this
bill authorizes, then my people would
never live to see the day when we would
get what we need in the way of water
control and water conservation. In their
own spheres of operation they render
good service and do a good job but we
also need the type of service this bill
would make available, something which
the Army engineers and other agencies
do not now provide.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. MILLER].

Mr., MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I am sorry I cannot come before
this committee in the same capacity that
most of you gentlemen come and pass
compliments back and forth and maybe
be worthy of some compliments myself,
but I am very happy to learn that the
issues involved here are perhaps the
least controversial of any that have come
before the House of Representatives since
I became a Member of this body. I am
delighted to find the Members, generally
speaking, or at least a part of them, from
the old rock-ribbed State of Pennsyl-
vania see the light and are in favor of
this bill. I speak to them in particular
because I, myself, came from Pennsyl-
vania having left it after my father and
grandfathers and those before them had
witnessed the washing off of most of the
good soil that covered that State when
the white man first settled it.

I have been intrigued by the little op-
position we have had here and by the
argument that has been advanced that
we are encroaching on a domain that
is already occupied; that we already have
in the Government an organization that
should take care of this. I question the
accuracy of that statement. The fact of
the matter is that this situation has al-
ways existed and that absolutely noth-
ing has been done in this field we are
talking about now. In other words, we
are coming to a completely unoccupied
field. You know what happens when a
military force, or any other finds an
unoccupied field. It is open to the first
one to move in., That is what the De-
partment of Agriculture is doing.

I would like in the short time that I
have to draw a picture of the conditions
that have led up to this bill. As I said,
I came into Kansas from Pennsylvania,
when the country was new. At that time
the soil was 8 or 10 or 12 inches deep. At
present you can go out in the very best
parts of that State, where we have 30
or 40 inches of rainfall ordinarily, and
you will find that almost half of that soil
is already gone. You will find many
farms with acres and acres that are
brown and yellow and absolutely worth-
less. It would be a better farm if you
could close the gap and the farm would
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bring more money, because there is not
enough fertility to pay to cultivate it.
That is an unfortunate situation that
has been brought about because we have
not done anything in the way of soil
conservation or flood prevention.

I am not blaming anybody. I was a
farmer. I could not do it. My father
could not do it. We did not have the
time and we did not have the machinery.
We knew what to do but we could not
do it. But in recent years we have built
machinery for terracing and for build-
ing dams, and we are using it. It is only
a matter of not having enough money to
go ahead with the work. Many of our
farmers have done flood-control work on
our farms, and we have slowed down
this rainfall on our land; we have con-
structed terraces, waterways, and farm
ponds. We have taken all possible meas-
ures to conserve our soil and utilize the
rainfall. That is as far as we can go.
We have no authority to go any further,
Neither do we have the means, nor is it
our responsibility. That is where this
bill provides for the Agriculture Depart-
ment to take over, in that twilight zone
that has never been occupied.

Members of the committee, I had the
honor—and I consider it an honor—to
have been asked by my fellow farmers
in Brown County to call a meeting to or-
ganize an association to develop a water-
shed; just what we are talking about here
today. .

More than 150 interested landowners
and operators met in the high-school
auditorium of Hamlin, Kans., and, after
listening to a talk by the farm editor
of the Nebraska State Journal, in which
he set forth the very successful program
that had been adopted by the farmers
in the Salt Creek and Wahoo area near
Lincoln, Nebr., it was unanimously de-
cided to organize a Walnut Creek Water-
shed Association. I had the honor of
being elected president of that associa-
tion.

This association contemplates putting
into practice exactly the kind of program
that is being provided for by the terms
of this bill. It is the kind of program
that the agricultural people of the Mid-
west are trying to promote at this time,
and which the passage of this bill will
greatly expedite and encourage. By the
terms of this bill, the Agriculture Depart-
ment, with its trained technicians, will
be moving into an area that has hereto-
fore been neglected, undeveloped, and
unoccupied. By this program the sur-
plus rainfall which has been slowed down
on pasture and farmland will be further
slowed down in the detention dams pro-
vided for by the terms of this bill. By
this program not only will loss of soil be
held at a minimum on the farmland, but
flooding of the lowlands of the creek val-
leys will be generally prevented and in
every case greatly minimized. The slow-
ing down of the runoff on the fields, in
the ravines, and the creeks will result in
greater absorption of water into the soil,
thereby raising the water table through-
out the area, stabilizing the flow of
springs, and increasing the underground
water supply of the entire area. This is
a factor seldom mentioned and generally
overlooked, but of great importance.

R
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The completion of this program in any
given area will therefore have the fol-
lowing beneficial results: Curtailment or
elimination of soil erosion, minimizing
of flood damage, greater reserve of mois-
ture for growing of crops, stabilization
of the underground supply of wells and
springs, and in addition to these bene-
ficial results, that of prevention of flood
damage on the larger streams and r_iver
channels below. Without going into
the merits of a program of flood_ control
on river channels by means of big dams,
it can be safely said that there is no way
of knowing what may be needed on the
river channels until the necessary meas-
ures of soil conservation and flood pre-
vention have been taken in the upland
areas.

This is the program which the Presi-
dent envisaged in his message to Con-
gress and which Congress will imple-
ment in the passage of this bill. I shall
support the measure.

%;l)xe CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, JAR-
MAN].

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly favor this legislation and I favor
its passage.

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge favor-
able consideration by the House of H. 13’..
6788, authorizing the Secretary of Agri-
culture to cooperate with the States in
setting up soil-conservation and water-
shed programs,

Flood prevention by land treatment
and upstream detention dams is far more
economical, practical, and safer than
controlling floods downstream with big
dams after large volumes of water have
been allowed to accumulate, ravage the
land, and endanger lives.

The Washita Valley flood-control pro-
gram in the State of Oklahoma repre-
sents a tremendously practical applica-
tion of the theories and purposes con-
tained in the plans outlined in H. R.
6788. Simply stated, the purpose of such
legislation is to stop water where it falls,
to store surplus water and to release it
slowly. Before efforts were coordinated
in the Washita River Valley in southern
Oklahoma to conserve water and soil, it
was estimated that 32 million tons of
earth washed downstream annually—an
average of 6.29 tons an acre. No State
or nation can permit this blind waste of
the world’s greatest natural resource—
its soil.

By treating land in such a manner so
as to use every acre wisely and in accord-
ance with its capability and by construct-
ing a network of small detention dams
built on wasteland and upstream from
the fertile creek bottomlands to prevent
the start of floods on the 64 creek tribu-
taries. By following this plan, the
Washita Valley Flood Control Council
hopes to end the flood threat on the
Washita River, raise the water table, end
sedimentation now depleting capacity of
municipal reservoirs along the way, and
so maintain and improve the farmability
of the lands affected as to maintain the
highest possible agricultural yield.

The Washita Valley project in Okla-
homa is the furthest advanced of 11
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such demonstrational projects in Amer=
ica. It must be completed and the num-
ber of other such projects must be in-
creased manyfold if this Nation is to
maintain its high level of agricultural
economy.

It is to this end, Mr. Chairman, that I
urge this body’s wholehearted support of
H. R. 6788.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, Wick-
ERSHAM ].

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Myr. Chairman,
I wish to compliment the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY], the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horel,
and other members of the House Agri-
cultural Committee, in bringing this hill
before the House for consideration.

Thirteen years ago, the day after I
was nominated to Congress on a soil
conservation platform, I attended a
statewide meeting in Chickasha in
connection with the promotion of a con-
servation program on the Washita Val-
ley and other areas in my district.

Later, I served 6 years on the House
Agricultural Committee, which spon-
sored several measures pertaining to ad-
vancement of the Soil Conservation
Service program and a program pro-
viding for creation of State soil conser-
vation districts in Oklahoma.

Thereafter, on various occasions, I
appeared before various witnesses in
behalf of worthwhile measures pertain-
ing to the soil conservation needs, and
assisted in the passage of many pieces
of such legislation,

In cooperation with our able Soil Con-
servation Service officials in Oklahoma,
and with local soil conservation districts
of Oklahoma, and with the further co-
operation of civic officials, farm leaders
of Oklahoma, and Dr. Hugh Bennett, we
were able to secure the first pilot proj-
ects of their kind for the construction
of detention dams, reservoirs, contour-
ing, terracing, and treatment of streams
and tributaries in the Nation at Cowden,
Cloud Chief, on the Washita basin, on
the Sandstone project, and other proj-
ects, which have served as models for
the entire Nation.

I attended the dedication services of
these projects.

Several years ago, Senator MIxe Mon-
roNEY, of Oklahoma, Congressman Bos
Poace, of Texas, and I introduced meas-
ures to establish a temporary commis-
sion known as the Commission on Flood
Contro! and Soil Conservation, composed
of 5 members appointed by the President.
The Commission to have the authority
to study, first, the effects of complete
watershed programs; second, the costs
and benefits from such upstream water-
shed programs; and third, the feasibility
of allocating each year a percentage of
Federal flood-control funds to upstream
conservation projects. Many of the
features of the bills introduced by us
are embodied in the bill you are now con-
sidering. Later, to-wit: January 3, 1953,
I introduced H. R. 194, containing the
same provisions.

Due to extreme soil-erosion caused by
winds and flash floods in Oklahoma, and
droughts at other times, great interest
has been created in our State. Four
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gentlemen, Dave Vandevier, of Chicka-
sha; Dick Longmire, of Pauls Valley;
George Hutto, of Pauls Valley; and L. L.
Males, of Cheyenne, deserve a lot of
credit for securing 50,000 signatures
urging passage of measures similar to
the ones Senator Mike MoNrONEY and I
introduced; later, these four gentlemen
prepared attractive factual brochures,
setting forth the urgent need and prompt
action necessary to save the soil of our
country and preserve the economy of our
farmers and the Nation, which Senator
MonRONEY, other Oklahoma Members,
and personally presented to all you
Members of the House and Senate
individually.

The measure before you is a good bill;
however, it does not go far enough. This
generation must act promptly to pre-
serve the soil from the apparent serious
devasting effects that not only threaten
our soil, but are causing the loss of life,
property, and lowering our water tables
to the danger level. My many years’ ex-
perience as a dirt farmer has taught me
many lessons.

I personally believe that in 25 years
there will be more joy in the discovery
of good water for home consumption,
commercial and industrial use, irriga-
tion, and so forth., than there will be over
the discovery of a new oilwell.

I have made official inspection trips
to many countries where people are
literally starving to death, due to the
loss of their soil. I saw many of their
citizens carrying bushel baskets of soil
back from the valleys to the terraces on
the hills. In some instances soil was
worth its weight in money. If we, as
custodians of the earth, do not care for
the remaining 3 inches of topseil in this
world, then in 200 years no food will be
raised.

This bill does not create a new agency.
It implements the existing agency and
provides for completion of projects pre-
viously authorized and under way, as well
as an authorization, permitting the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to cooperate with
States and local agencies in the plan-
ning and carrying out of works of im-
provement for soil conservation, and for
other purposes. It is the intent of Con-
gress that the Secretary of Agriculture
carry out these provisions. It was the
intent of the President that we enact
such legislation.

I am sure the Secretary of Agriculture
will make it possible to complete the
Washita Basin project and other proj-
ects in western Oklahoma without delay.

Our soil and our youth represent two
very valuable resources. Our population
is increasing by leaps and bounds. Our
national income is, was, and always will
be seven times the income of the farmers,
consequently, it is in the interest of all
our citizens that we preserve our soil and
maintain a high farm income in order
to maintain a high economy in all fields.

Let us stop the rain where it falls,
Let us remove the uncertainty caused by
year-to-year authorizations and budgets,
and provide a long range, continuing
program, with a revolving fund.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to compli-
ment the present officials in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service, our Gov. Johnston Murray, the
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Oklahoma Planning and Resources
Board, the various soil-conservation dis-
triets of Oklahoma, and the agricultural
colleges at Stillwater, Cameron, and
Goodwell, the farm organizations, farm-
ers and civic-minded citizens of Okla-
homa, who have taken the lead in
preaching soil conservation.

I know that erosion, floodwater, and
sediment damages in the watersheds of
many rivers and streams of the United
States causes considerable loss of life
and serious damages to property. This
constitutes a menace to the national
welfare.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
‘West Virginia [Mr. BAILEY].

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, when
the 1st session of the 83d Congress was
considering the agriculture appropria-
tion bill, T introduced an item provid-
ing for upstream development. I dis-
cussed the matter with the distinguished
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from EKansas [Mr. Hopel, and I
found out what his object was in putting
that $5 million item in the current
budget.

The day I spoke in favor of the item
in the budget I explained that we have
in West Virginia a peculiar situation.
Sections of seven counties in my district
are susceptible to flash floods. Over the
past 10 years flash floods in that T-county
area have caused the death of 84 per-
sons and have destroyed hundreds of
thousands, yes, millions of dollars worth
of property. It is a hilly section where
the hills are steep and where all the
timber has been removed and where the
rainfall when it hits the hillside goes
down into the valleys, and the valleys
are narrow, and every one of those flash
floods comes along and just destroys all
the property in the valley.

In consideration of that situation the
Department of Agriculture has placed
in that area one of the new demonstra-
tion projects of upstream development.
Our citizens in the city of Salem and
the Salem fork of Ten Mile Creek are
cooperating wholeheartedly. The Soil
Conservation Service has joined in with
the citizens’ groups; they are putting up
their part of the finances. The reason
we asked the Conservation Service
to join in the project was the fact that
they are operating a nursery and we can
get the trees necessary to replant the
hillsides.

That project is located along Route 50,
which is traveled by hundreds of thou-
sands of people annually. They say
they want to make that a showplace,
a demonstration, where thousands of
people can see the possibilities of this
type of upstream development.

In my district as a whole there are
six projects that have been authorized
for construction by the Army engineers.
None of them will solve this situation
because of their location and because of
the fact that they are not of the type
to meet the situation with which we are
faced.

May I add, Mr. Chairman, that in the
State of West Virginia our legislature
will, at its next session, consider legis-
lation setting up a watershed-area pro-
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vision so that the different watersheds
of the State can organize, join in with
the Federal legislation that is being pro-
posed here, and the Staté can make con-
tributions toward the construction, and
with local contributions we really hope
to do something for some of those areas.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly endorse House bill 6788 and
recommend its enactment.

The bill would authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to cooperate with and
assist local organizations, including State
governments and local agencies such as
soil-conservation districts and flood-
control districts, upon their request, to
prepare and carry out plans in small
watersheds for works of improvement in
the field of flood prevention, and agricul-
tural phases of the conservation, devel-
opment, use, and disposal of water.

The bill contains the sound principle
of local initiative and responsibility.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Montana
[Mr. D’EwarT].

Mr. D’EWART. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to no one in the intent and objective of
this bill. I own a ranch in Montana
where I have spent thousands of dollars
in carrying out the very kind of program
which is contemplated in this legislation.
I expect to continue spending that kind
of money out of my own pocket. So my
interest is not only vocal, but it is also
directly financial.

I do, however, have 1 or 2 ques-
tions in regard to this legislation which I
would like to ask the chairman, and I
direct these questions to section 7T:

First, this bill repeals certain provi-
sions of the act of 1936 such as to make
preliminary examinations and surveys
and to prosecute works of improvement
for runoff and waterflow retardation
and soil-erosion prevention on the water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways.

Those are the very things that are
contemplated in the new bill. I under-
stood you to say in your presentation
that the old legislation was not attaining
the objective intended. Since that is a
fact, how will this bill encourage those
things that were not undertaken under
the old bill?

Mr. HOPE. The difficulty with the
previous legislation was not in the legis-
lation itself or its objectives, but it was
in the procedures set up by which the
projects could be undertaken and carried
out.

The principal purpose of this bill is to
set up the methods and the procedure by
which the local communities can estab-
lish these projects, work them out among
themselves, then submit them to the
Federal Government, the Department of
Agriculture, for approval. That pro-
cedure was not provided for in the other
legislation and I think that is the reason
it fell down. The theory here is that
these projects are going to be organized
and set up locally. After that is done
then they will come up and be submitted
to the Department of Agriculture and,
if approved, the appropriations will be
authorized and the projects carried out.
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Mr. DDEWART. The second section of
the bill says that certain things that
affect the Secretary of Agriculture shall
not be affected by the provisions of this
bill. The Flood Control Act of 1944 is
exceedingly important to many dis-
tricts in the West, including the Mis-
souri Basin. When you limit that pro-
vision to the Secretary of Agriculture you
have no intention of excluding the au-
thorities granted to the Secretary of War
and the Secre:ary of the Interior; is that
a fact?

Mr. HOPE. Yes, that is certainly
true. The gentleman, I presume, is re-
ferring to the proviso on page 6; is that
correct?

Mr. D’EWART. That is right, the sec=
ond proviso.

Mr. HOFE. The only purpose in put=
ting that proviso in is that 11 projects
have been started by the Secretary of
Agriculture under the Flood Control Act
of 1944, We did not want to interfere
with those projects, so we put in this
proviso that the act shall not affect
them, notwithstanding the repeal of the
1936 provisions,

Mr. D’EWART. What it actually says
is that it shall not affect the Department
of Agriculture as it is concerned with the
Flood Control Act of 1944, but it does
not include the Department of the In-
terior or the Department of War. It is
not the gentleman'’s intention that those
should be excluded?

Mr. HOPE. No. This act does not in-
tend in any way to affect any of the au-
thority or activities of the two agencies
which the gentleman mentioned.
t‘:,Mr. D'EWART. That act is important

“us.

Mr. HOPE. I cannot be too emphatic
in saying that there is no intention of
doing that.

Mr. D’EWART. Now, on page 3, para-
graph (3), one of the powers which is
granted is to cooperate and enter into
agreements with and to furnish finanecial
and other assistance to local organiza-
tions. Would that include soil-conser-
vation districts, irrigation districts or
any other entity that may be established
under State law?

Mr. HOPE. Under section 2 there is a
definition of local organizations which
reads as follows:

Any State, political subdivision thereof,
soll- or water-conservation district, flood
prevention or control district, or combina-
tion thereof, or any other agency having au-
thority under State law to carry out flood
prevention and related activities.

“Irrigation district” is not mentioned
there, but I presume if an irrigation dis-
trict under State law has that authority
they would be included.

Mr. D’EWART. They are organized
that way under our law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Montana has expired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 minute.

Mr. DDEWART. I have one more
question. I notice in the agencies with
which you can cooperate, as mentioned
in this bill, it does not say other Federal
agencies. It mentions State agencies
and the agencies that the gentleman
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mentioned, but it does not mention Fed-
eral agencies. Does that mean that un-
der this bill the Department of Agricul-
ture could not cooperate with the Bu-
reau of Reclamation in carrying out the
provisions of this legislation?

Mr. HOPE. Under section 6 it states:

The Secretary is authorized, in coopera-
tion with other Federal and with States and
local agencies, to make investigations and
surveys of the watersheds of rivers and other
waterways as a basis for the development of
coordinated programs.

Mr. D’EWART. That is correct, but
that does not include actual construc-
tion. It says “surveys, construction,”
and so forth. Suppose there was drain-
age needed on an irrigation project or a
fill above an irrigation project.

Mr. HOPE. The reason that State
agencies are mentioned is because they
are the ones that have to put up the
money that is contributed by the agen-
cies or by the local interests. I think
the answer to the gentleman’s question
is that any proposals that may be sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Agriculture
have to be submitted to the President
and notice has to be sent to the Secre-
tary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Army before this is done, and then
60 days in which to submit a report
which must accompany the submission
of the project plan to Congress. Now,
that means all this has to go through
the Bureau of the Budget, and I ai. sure
that was the intention, that if there are
any projects there where the coordi-
nated efforts of the different agencies
must be carried out, that that will be
worked out through the Bureau of the
Budget. 5

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DDEWART. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. HORAN. I would like to say that
it has always been the disposition of
the Committee on Appropriations to de-
mand that sort of cooperation because
we do not want duplication. We want
the most for the taxpayer's dollar.

Mr. DPEWART. I raised that ques-
tion because it was not specific in the
bill and I wanted that statement in the
RECORD.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. NEAL].

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, I want to
concur in the remarks made by my col-
league from West Virginia relative to the
situation in certain areas in his district
and to say that some of the problems
in the lower watersheds of the area
that affect his district also affect mine.
I think everyone is impressed with the
extreme effort that the residents of the
old, long-time occupied countries of
southern Europe and the Middle East
and around the Mediterranean coast
have put into their desire to produce
some food. They get down on their
hands and knees and cultivate small
areas, because it is necessary for them
to make that effort to sustain life. Then,
when you go over into the area of the
Andes and see where many generations
ago, in an overpopulated country, they
had to build up small areas of cul-
tivatable land and maintain those things
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by buildup of various types of soil con-
servation, it is easy to recognize the fact
that soil conservation, even in America,
as much as we are lacking in overpopu-
lation, some of these days will reach the
time when it will be necessary for more
people to turn to the soil to sustain
themselves. I think this bill as it pro-
vides the local authorities an opportu-
nity to make their own plans, suitable
to the conditions existing in their own
neighborhoods, and the opportunity of
going to the Government for some help
and some relief toward developing those
things, means a great deal in the pres-
ervation of the soil for future genera-
tions that are coming into our land. We
have no reason to believe that as time
goes on the destructive influences of
winds and floods and various other ele-
ments of Nature will leave us a very
greatly overpopulated country with a
limited amount of soil, but everything
we do in this country now to preserve
that soil for future generations is some-
thing that we all should be proud to
endorse.

Mr. Chairman, fortunately I am in-
clined to want to go along with this bill.
While there may be some interferences,
some complications between the various
departments that may handle these
things, yet the amount of money that is
necessary to continue these processes
throughout the years will amount to a
great deal of effort on the part of the
people locally, and if the funds are not
provided, if the country cannot provide
funds, these things will go only so far.
But as people go along through life and
learn the necessity, learn that they must
depend upon these things for their own
resources, the resourcefulness of the in-
dividuals themselves will help to deter-
mine the amount of good that they will
get from a program of this kind.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEAL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MILLER of Eansas. Does not the
gentleman think it is only a matter of
good economy to spend money in a pro-
gram of this kind at this time? It is
not an expense; only an investment, and
a good investment.

Mr. NEAL. It is the best investment
that the present generation can make
to future citizens of this country.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. Hirrl. s

Mr. HILIL. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to answer just as emphatically as
I can and just as eloquently as the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, that this bill
in no way creates a new agency; not at
all. Then I should like to refer to the
same engineer and his statement in the
record. I hold in my hand that state-
ment, and I am referring to the state-
ment made a short while ago by my
good friend from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Saviorl. The interesting thing about
what I am going to read is that it comes
before the statement by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SavrLorl. An-
other interesting thing about it is that
it is printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orD of Wednesday, January 27, 1954. It
was made by this Army engineer on Feb-
ruary 16, 1954. Of course, I cannot un=
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derstand that any more than I can un-
derstand what the engineer said. I ask
the committee to listen to what he said,
and the paragraph just previous to what
the gentleman read:

In many cases small reservoirs in upstream
tributary valleys, properly located and de-
signed, may offer the best solution of local
flood problems. Large numbers of small
dams, however, do not provide adequate or
economical flood reduction on large rivers
and major tributaries.

All we needed was to have the whole
story. So the Corps of Army Engineers
in no way are affected by this bill.

I think I could not do better than to
read just what our committee said when
we sent the House this report:

The purpose of this bill is to provide the
legislative authority and direction for co-
operative Federal-local action in attacking
the problems of upstream soil and water
conservation and flood prevention. The bill
will provide the policies, the framework, and
the standards under which action in this
field can be taken jointly by the Federal
Government, States, counties, and other local
government entitles, soil conservation or
watershed districts and local -citizens’
groups, * * ¢

Under the policies established by the bill,
plans and projects will not be handed down
from the top as part of some overall de-
velopment plan, but can be initiated only
by the people of the localities most inti-
mately involved and can be carried into op-
eration only with the fullest cooperation
and initiative on the part of local groups
and agencies.

I should like to say a word about the
hearings. I hold a copy of those hear-
ings in my hand. In these hearings we
tried as best we could to cover the sec-
tions directly affected by upstream and
careful watershed cultivation practices
and development. We had the Far West
close to the Rocky Mountains, and that
region. And then we had the Missis-
sippi Valley and we also had the Kansas
River.

I will not go into detail of those hear-
ings, but we had some very inferesting
statements in those hearings. I should
like to read from the Colorado authority
about the very thing we are trying to do:

There isn't any adequate, coordinated, in-
clusive planning at the Federal level in our
water-development agencies.

The confusion and cross-purpose action
and spending at the Federal level is repeated
in a degree in every State. Btate engineers,
water boards, dralnage commissions, conser=
vation departments—all operating within
some limited, law-defined field—get in con-
flict and competition just as the Federal
boys do.

Even municipalities with a water board,
a sewage commission, a health department
having some interest in both instances, city
engineers, and other boards, may be giving
top-rate service in their limited, circum-
scribed jobs. But no inclusive water-use
plan exists.

The waste of the multiplicity in all agen=-
cles we have set up to handle our water re-
sources, the segmentary fields in which they
work, the conflicts and competition that re-
sult, are enough to scare the britches off
any person who will think a little soberly
and inquiringly into how Lkelter-skelter is
the way we are assigning tlhe management
of water wealth to public bodies. Nothing
but waste and conflict can come out of such a
system—or rather the lack of any all-em-
bracing system.
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Far beyond the wastefulness of funds s our
losses In the piecemeal, cross purpose, mess=
ing up of that cheap but precious resource
we have in water. In the past, any one
board or agency might have been in a posi-
tion to draw on our water “bank account™”
for supplies needed to carry out objectives
assigned to a specific agency. More water
was available than demands required. That
time is past.

Before becoming too critical, business and
industry should give a searching look at
their position in water management. Water
is public wealth. No individual or interest
can secure fee title to water. What may be
acquired is a right to make use of water at
some point in transit from high watershed
to rivers’ mouths.

The right to utilize water does not carry
with it the privilege of destroying or exces-
sively diminishing further usability. The
manufacturing plant now drawing water
from a relatively unpolluted source, but
dumping wastes back into a stream to the
detriment of other uses below, may tomorrow
find operations threatened by a new plant
that is a waste dumper in its essential
supply.

Business and industry, as a matter of
purely selfish but constructive interest, can
do a lot of policing within its own ranks.
Anyone who wishes to criticize is in a far
more defensible position if they have cor-
rected their own bad behavior before they
start throwing rocks at the other fellow.

There is a lot of work to be done to secure
sound water management—and we've all got
to work at it.

First from the standpoint of wiping out
confusion, competition, and cost, we must
move swiftly to a water-management policy
and plan which will start with management
up where the raindrop falls. Planning must
start with the watershed; not downstream.
Second, and far beyond the factor of wasted
dollars, we must have such planning and
management Iinclusive and integrated, to
guard against the certainty that our present
crisscross activities are leading to—to the
certainty of so badly jigsawing our water
wealth that we never can get an overall plan
for the water resource and its full use in the
future.

But there is no place in tomorrow for a
bumbling, bungling, conflicting handling of
water by public agencies. Water is just too
totally indispensable in American living to
tolerate the present jumble in water-resource
management that exists across the Nation.

In closing, let me say that is exactly
what we had in mind, that is exactly
what this committee intended to do, to
take our whole watershed protection and
development program and carry it out
in such a way that all the local communi-
ties and local watersheds throughout the
entire United States, the East, the West,
and the middle, would be represented,
and the program would be carried out
just as well as it possibly could be done,
starting at the grass roots or at the be-
ginning of the falling of the water itself.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. HoEVEN].

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, this is
one of the most popular bills ever pre-
sented to the House. It seeks to har-
ness the raindrops where they fall. It
provides for full cooperation at the
grassroots, It is a voluntary program
without any semblance of compulsion.

One of the 11 large watershed proj-
ects established under the Flood Control
Act of 1936, the Little Sioux project,
is within my congressional district. The
work on this project will not be re-
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tarded by this bill. In fact, the pro=-
gram will be enhanced. Remarkable
progress has been already made on this
project.

Subsequent to the Floyd River flood
of June 7, 1953, in my district, I asked
that 1 of the 50 pilot plants authorized by
the agriculture appropriation bill of 1953,
be established in my district. This was
done and I am happy to say that within
a period of only a few months after the
flood, an organization of interested
farmers and townspeople formed the
Floyd River Valley Association for the
purpose of carrying out flood-prevention
and soil-conservation practices in the
Floyd River Valley. Two projects have
tready complied with the requirements
of the law and have already been or-
ganized in the Floyd Valley. They are
the Plymouth watershed project in
Plymouth County and the Nassau proj-
ect in Sioux County, Iowa. There is the
finest cooperation on all sides, and if
the same kind of cooperation prevails
in the future, it will only be a matter of
a very few years before the Floyd River
Valley will have a complete system of
flood control. I do not know of any-
thing more worthwhile that has ever
been attempted in the Floyd River Val-
ley. I strongly urge the passage of the
bill we are now considering. Itisa great
step forward in the field of soil conser-
vation and flood control.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read and that amendments
may be in order at any point in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request from the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

The bill is as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That erosion, flood-
water, and sediment damages in the water-
sheds of the rivers and streams of the United
States, causing loss of life and damage to
property, constitute a menace to the national
welfare; and that it is the sense of Congress
that the Federal Government should co-
operate with States and their political sub-
divisions, soil or water conservation districts,
flood prevention or control districts, and
other local public agencies for the purpose of
preventing such damages and of furthering
the conservation, development, utilization,
and disposal of water and thereby of pre-
serving and protecting the Nation’s land and
water resources.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this act, the
following terms shall mean:

The "Secretary”—the Secretary of Agricul-
ture of the United States.

“Works of improvement”—any undertaking
for flood prevention, including structural
and land-treatment measures, and agricul-
tural phases of the conservation, develop-
ment, utilization, and disposal of water in
watershed or subwatershed areas not exceed-
ing 250,000 acres and not including any sin-
gle structure which provldes more than
5,000 acre-feet of total capacity. A number
of such subwatersheds when they are com-
ponent parts of a larger watershed may be
planned together when the local sponsoring
organizations so desire.

“Local organization”—any State, political
subdivision thereof, soil or water conserva-
tion district, flood prevention or control dis-
trict, or combinations thereof, or any other
agency having authority under State law to
carry out flood prevention and related ac-
tivities.
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Skc, 8. In order to assist local organizations
in preparing and carrying out plans for works
of improvement, the Secretary is authorized,
upon application of local organizations—

(1) to conduct such investigations and
surveys as may be necessary to prepare plans
for works of improvement;

(2) to make such studies as may be neces-
sary for determining the physical and eco=
nomic soundness of plans for works of im-
provement, including a determination as to
whether benefits exceed costs;

(3) to cooperate and enter into agreements
with and to furnish financial and other as-
sistance to local organizations: Provided,
That, for the land-treatment measures, the
Federal assistance shall not exceed the rate
of assistance for similar practices under
existing national programs; and

(4) to obtain the cooperation and assist-
ance of other Federal agencies in carrying
out the purposes of this section.

SEc. 4. The Secretary shall require as a
condition to providing Federal assistance
that local organizations shall—

(1) furnish without cost to the Federal
Government all easements and rights-of-way
needed in connection with works of improve=
ment installed with Federal assistance;

(2) assume such proportionate share of
the cost of installing any works of improve=
ment involving Federal assistance as may
be determined by the Secretary to be equi-
table in consideration of anticipation bene-
fits from such improvements: Provided, That
no part of the construction cost for providing
any capacity in structures for purposes other
than flood prevention and features related
thereto shall be borne by the Federal Govern=
ment under the provisions of this act; and

(3) make arrangements satisfactory to the
Secretary for defraying all costs of operating
and maintaining such works of improve-
ment.

Sec. 5. At such time as the Secretary and
the interested local organization have agreed
on a plan for works of improvement, and the
Secretary has determined that the flood
prevention and soil conservation benefits ex-
ceed their costs, and the local organization
has met the requirements for participation
in carrying out the works of improvement
as set forth in section 4, the Secretary is
authorized to participate in the installation
of such works of improvement in accord-
ance with the plan: Provided, That in par-
ticipating in the installation of such works
of improvement the Secretary, as far as prac-
ticable and consistent with his responsibili-
ties for administering the overall national
agricultural program, shall utilize the au-
thority conferred upon him by the provi-
slons of this act: Provided further, That, be-
fore such installation involving Federal as-
sistance is commenced, the Secretary shall
transmit a copy of the plan and the justifi-
cation therefor to the Congress through the
President: Provided further, That any such
plan (a) which includes reclamation or irri-
gation works or which affects public or other
lands under the jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary of the Interior, or (b) which includes
Federal assistance for floodwater detention
structures, shall be submitted to the Secre-
tary of the Interior or the Secretary of the
Army, respectively, for his views and recom-
mendations at least 60 days prior to trans=-
mission of the plan to the Congress through
the President. The views and recommenda-
tions of the Secretary of the Interior, and
the Secretary of the Army, if received by
the Secretary of Agriculture prior to the ex-
piration of the above 60-day period, shall ac-
company the plan transmitted by the Secre=
tary of Agriculture to the Congress through
the President.

BEec. 6. The Secretary 1s authorized In co-
operation with other Federal and with States
and local agencies to make investigations
and surveys of the watersheds of rivers and
other waterways as a basis for the develop-
ment of coordinated programs. In areas
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where the programs of the Secretary of Agri-
culture may affect public or other lands
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the
Interior, the Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized to cooperate with the Secretary of
Agriculture in the planning of works or pro-
grams for such lands.

Sec. 7. The provisions of the act of June
232, 1036 (40 Stat. 1570), as amended and sup-
plemented, conferring authority upon the
Department of Agriculture under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture to make
preliminary examinations and surveys and
to prosecute works of improvement for run-
off and waterflow retardation and soil-erosion
prevention on the watersheds of rivers and
other waterways are hereby repealed: Pro-
vided, That the authority of the Department
of Agriculture, under the direction of the
Secretary, to prosecute the works of improve-
ment for runoff and waterflow retardation
and soil-erosion prevention authorized to be
carried out by that Department by the act
of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), as
amended, shall not be affected by the provi-
sions of this section.

SEec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this act.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. H. CARL ANDER~
SEN: On page 6, line 16, strike out the period
and Insert a comma and the following:
“such sums to remain avallable until ex-
pended.”

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Chairman, all the Members will under-
stand that this of necessity must be a
continuing program. We on the Appro-
priations Subcommittee are placed in
difficulties if all the money is not expend-
ed as of June 30 and the portion not ex-
pended is not permitted to continue into
the next fiscal year. We are faced with
that difficulty right now. I think it is
estimated that about $500,000 will be left
available unexpended of the $5 million
that was appropriated last year. This
simply makes as a matter of law author-
ization each year to continue whatever
amounts may be available.

This is a very simple amendment. I
hope it will be agreed to.

Mr, HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield.

Mr. HORAN. As of this date, I be-
lieve that less than $200,000 has been
allocated and contracted for with the
local communities.

Mr., H. CARL ANDERSEN. As the
gentleman knows, however, there will be
considerable amounts allocated and ex-
pended this spring. Contracts are al-
ready in process of being let, but un-
doubtedly there will be some amounts
not expended each June 30. I think it
is very essential to have this little
amendment in the bill so as to carry out
the intent of the Congress in the annual
appropriations which will be made.

Mr. HORAN. We must understand, I
think, that actually we are entering into
valid contracts with local people in these
cases, and it is a slow moving program
at first at least, and we should provide
that they will not be let down in this
particular case.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. If the
committee can see fit to do this, it will
Pprevent much misunderstanding in the
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future. We all want this program to
succeed and make a better America for
the generations yet to come.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. MTr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. 3. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Icom-
pliment the chairman, Mr. H. CARL AN-
DERSEN, of the subcommittee on agri-
culture appropriations and his committee
for the foresight that they have shown
to set this program in motion, and I also
compliment the gentleman on offering
his amendment to protect the integrity
of the entire program. I urge the adop-
tion of the amendment.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota very
much. Mr. ANDRESEN has through the
years worked consistently for a strong
agriculture and is recognized among the
great farm leaders of our times.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina, the
former Chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr. COOLEY. I certainly have no ob-
jections to the gentleman’s amendment.
I have no right to speak for the minority,
but I would like to know the views of
our chairman.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I would
say to the gentleman from North Caro-
lina that my subcommittee on appropria-
tions has discussed this in committee,
and we would appreciate it very much
if this can be done.

Mr. HOPE. I will say to my friend,
if the gentleman will yield, that with
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
ANDRESEN] I too commend the subcom-
mittee for its foresight and the action of
its chairman in offering this amend-
ment. I hope the amendment will be
adopted.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I thank
the gentleman. May I say were it not
for the help of a good many Members of
the House on both sides, we would not
have been able to put in the initial $5
million and start this worthwhile pro-
gram last year.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield.

Mr. HOEVEN. While bouguets are
being thrown back and forth, I think
the committee should know that the
highest cooperation prevails between the
legislative Committee on Agriculture and
the Subcommittee on Appropriations
handling the Department of Agriculture
appropriations. We have much in com-
mon and have been able to work out our
problems together in a very fine way.

Mr. H. CARL ANDEFPSEN. I am real-
ly gratified at the close cooperation
which exists between the two commit-
tees dealing mainly with agriculture, the
committee of which the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hore] is chairman and my
Subcommittee on Appropriations. We
have always worked very closely to-
gether.

Mr. Chairman, to illustrate the value
of the Andersen-Hope watershed pro-
gram, I will secure permission in the
House to insert at this point an article
appearing in the March 6 issue of that

March 11

great farm periodical, the Farmer, pub-

lished in St. Paul, Minn. Mr. Harold

Severson vividly explains the possibili-

ties of what this program will do in the

future.

The article is as follows:

Frrry COMMUNITIES IN Froop CoONTROL
AREAS—FARMERS, TOWNSPEOPLE, AND TECH-
NIcIANS JoIN To Cur DAMAGE FrRoM RAMP=
ANT WATER

(By Harold Severson)

V'hen a raging torrent floods into & man’s
farm and ruins his flelds of corn and grain,
he immediately becomes interested in flood-
control measures.

Multiply that man by thousands of
others—not only in Minnesota but in every
State of the Union—and it is easy to under=-
stand why farmers and city people are seek-
ing to hobble runaway rivers and creeks.

Uncontrolled floods hammer, smash, de=
stroy. They hurt small farms and cause
damage in villages, towns, and cities run-
ning into millions of dollars. The ecity
housewife who finds 6 to 8 inches of mud
in her home after a flood and the farmer
who has lost his years’ income when flood
waters swept over his fields have a great deal
in common.

FUNDS MADE AVAILABLE

For that reason, Congress has authorized
a different approach to floods and the soil-
erosion problem. Funds have been appro-
priated to set up 30 projects throughout the
United States to handle this big job on a
watershed basis.

Some of these watershed projects are rela-
tively small—like the one in Fillmore
County, Minn. Others are larger and more
complex. Biggest of all is the watershed
program for the Chippewa River and its
tributaries and Hawk Creek in Swift, Chip-
pewa, Renville, and Kandiyohi Counties, also
in Minnesota. Approximately 2400 square
miles of land in the Chippewa project will
be covered as compared with a 150-farm
block of land in the east Willow Creek,
undertaking in Fillmore County, southwest-
ern Minnesota.

This program calls for a vast amount of
planning and fieldwork. A high degree of
cooperation will be required between farm-
ers and technicians if it 1s to be carried to a
successful completion,

Work on the two Minnesota projects
started last fall after Congress approved the
Andersen-Hope bill for the program. Up at
Benson, Minn., a small force of technicians
under the supervision of Lee Moore, area
conservationist for the United States Soil
Conservation Service, is engaged in making
surveys in order to complete a work plan
for the kuge project.

“The problem up here is somewhat differ-
ent from that facing technicians in Fillmore
County,” Moore explains. “Down there, flash
floods occur during storms of high intensity.
Only one small watershed, the East Willow
creek area, Is involved. Up here, we're deal-
ing with several streams including the Chip-
pewa River and Mud Creek. The terrain here
differs from that in Willow Creek. Our land
is gently rolling with slower runoff and less
possibility for supporting practices such as
terracing and contour stripping. Neverthe-
less, that is what we need here.”

MAY BUILD RESERVOIRS

Consulting engineers have urged creation
of reservolirs to trap water before it pours into
the Chippewa River and its tributaries and
into Mud Creek. Other flood-control nreas-
ures will be terraces and contour strips that
will hold the water and permit it to soak into
the flelds and pastures.

““We call this ‘insoak’,” Mr. Moore explains,
“The more water we can get to soak into the
ground, the less will empty into the creeks
and rivers of this watershed. We think it
will be one of our most effective methods of
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preventing floods. But here again we'll have
to get the cooperation of individual farmers.”

Sponsoring organization for the Mud Creek
watershed project is the Swift County Soil
Conservation District. Ruddy-faced, hard-
driving John Riley, chairman of the dis-
trict's board of supervisors, explains the or-
ganization has agreed to assume its share
of responsibility for a watershed protection
program in the Shakopee watershed.

“We need to use every device known to
the Soil Conservation Service to increase in-
filtration,” Mr. Riley emphasizes. “Storage
basins are part of the answer. BSo are crop
rotations, terraces and strip cropping.
Otherwise, water pours down from the higher
ground into the creeks and rivers and cause
damaging floods.”

DAMAGE WAS HEAVY IN 1953

Alfred I. Johnson of Benson, Minn., chalr-
man of a flood control and water conserva-
tion association, claims floods last June dam-
aged 26,000 acres of crop land with a poten-
tial average crop income of $50 an acre.
This would total $1,300,000, according to
Mr. Johnson's figures.

A representative serving in Minnesota’s
legislature for several terms, Mr. Johnson
points out that damage hasn’t been confined
to farms alone. Virtually every basement
in Benson, Kerkhoven, Murdock, and De-
Graff was flooded. Merchants suffered heavy
loss due to watersoaked merchandise.
Streets were flooded, sewer mains broken
and the sewage disposal plant in Benson
left almost inoperative. In addition, tax-
payers were hit by the need of repairing
roads and bridges damaged by the flood
waters.

Engineers point out that it takes more
than ditches to handle the water dumped
into the rivers and creeks after each heavy
rainstorm. For example, south of Benson
ditch No. 5 empties into a much smaller
ditch—No. 12, No. 12 ditch empties into
the Chippewa River. Unfortunately, these
ditches are becoming choked with trees and
brush and no longer do an adequate job of
handling flood waters.

LOST CROP 2 YEARS

What this means to a farmer is explained
by Christ Haugen, who, with his brother, Ed,
operates a 240-acre farm.

“For 2 years in a row,” he says, “a 40-acre
field has been drowned out. We had this
planted to soybeans and corn. Total loss
both years."

Three other Haugen brothers—Albin,
Marvin, and Henry—lost in the neighborhood
of 100 acres of soybeans, corn, and grain as
a result of floods.

Roland Price, a tenant farmer operating a
200-acre farm owned by Leslie Larson, of
Benson, was hit hard, too.

“Water stood for a couple of months on
Price's farm," Mr. Larson said. “Second year
in a row for him, too.”

Ernie Young, another farmer operating in
that section, had more than 125 acres under
water.

“It hurts—especially when you're hit 2
years in a row,” Mr. Larson declares. *“Our
ditches are getting plugged with these fast-
growing willows. There's too much mud and
slush in them. Water that used to go out in
24 hours after a flood now stays on the field
for much of a summer. We need flood-con-
trol measures—badly.”

Down in Fillmore County, the flood dam-
Age concerns townspeople as well as rural
people.

Tall, conservative-minded W. A. Garratt,
vice president and cashier of the Farmers
and Merchants State Bank, of Preston, points
out that sheet erosion is a major problem
of the watershed., Gullying also has caused
heavy damage.

To emphasize the Importance of the water-
shed project, Mr. Garratt ordered a map pre-
pared to show the area covered by the pro-
gram. This was shown In a conservation
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booth sponsored by the bank at the recent
Fillmore County fair. It then was displayed
in the bank lobby.

“Merchants and professional people have a
stake in this project,” Mr. Garratt points
out. “When a farmer's income is slashed
because the best part of his soil is washed
away, merchants in a farming community
like Preston are affected. Gully erosion has
damaged farmland heavily. Many natural
watercourses cannot be crossed with farm
machinery. A number of the gullies are 3
to 6 feet deep with a steep gradient.

HITS RURAL AND URBAN AREAS

“These things reduce crop yields,” Mr. Gar=
ratt declares. “And when crop yields are
hurt, it hits the merchants and professional
people where it hurts—in the pocketbook.”

The East Willow Creek area often is sub-
Jected to flooding rainstorms that deluge
the fields and pastures. The storms usually
do not last very long but the rain comes
sluicing down, causing rapid runoff and seri-
ous soil losses. Flash floods occur during
these high-intensity storms and are respon-
sible for flooding of East Willow Creek.
These floods usually occur during the early
portion of the growing season. For this
reason, farmers grow corn on a major portion
of the bottomland and keep the remainder
of their farms in pasture.

East Willow Creek itself is nothing remark-
able. It is a narrow, extremely crooked
stream. The channel is 6 to 10 feet deep
and seldom more than 30 feet wide from
bank to bank.

“You can see the extent of erosion by
watching the creek after a heavy spring or
summer rain,” Mr. Garratt says. “Then the
creek is so muddy it looks like all the soil is
being floated away.”

Engineers estimate that on the upland,
sheet erosion is removing an average of 280,-
050 tons of topsoil annually. Gully erosion
is damaging approximately 12 acres each
year, Over a 10-year period, that means
the equivalent of a 120-acre farm Is lost.
Erosion on bottomland includes stream-
bank erosion and flood-bank scouring.

SEE REMEDY IN 5 YEARS

Five years from now—provided all the
farmers in the East Willow watershed sign
up for the project—flash floods along this
creek will be a thing of the past.

Willow Creek will run crystal clear after
a drenching thunderstorm.

The soil will stay in place even though the
rain is pouring down.

And, most important of all, yields of grain
and corn will be increased.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PoAaGE: On page
5, line 1, strike out the colon and insert the
following: “and shall come into agreement
with the Committee on. Agriculture and For-
estry of the Senate and the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives
with respect to such plan.”

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment will do nothing other than
require the Department of Agriculture
to return these projects to the House and
Senate committees and leave some de-
gree of supervision in the hands of the
House and Senate. The wording is taken
from the National Defense Act.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. Iyield.
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I favor
the gentleman’s amendment and I think
it is an excellent idea that after the
men in the bureaus have gone over the
projects, they should present them to the
legislative committees, as is proposed in
the gentleman’s amendment, and I urge
the adoption of the amendment in the
interest of conservation.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield.

Mr. HOPE. 1, like my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Minne-
sota, am in accord with the purpose of
the amendment. However, the gentle-
man from Texas may recall that when
a similar bill went down to the Bureau
of the Budget for a report the question
was raised about a similar provision and
we were told that such a similar provi-
sion in other previous acts had been held
unconstitutional by the Attorney Gen-
eral and two bills had been vetoed which
contained provisions of this type. Now,
I do not know that the language which
the gentleman suggests would necessarily
be held unconstitutional by the Attor=
ney General.

I would like to leave the matter this
way, as far as I am concerned—I am not
speaking for any other member of the
committee, but as far as I am concerned
I would be willing to have the Commit-
tee of the Whole adopt the amendment
and take it to conference. In the mean-
time, perhaps we can get in touch with
the Bureau of the Budget and see what
they have to say about this particular
form of amendment which the gentle-
man has submitted.

Mr. POAGE. I think the gentleman’s
suggestion is a sound one. None of us
wants to jeopardize the validity of the
bill. If we can be shown that it does,
obviously we will drop it out when we
go to conference. But, of course, I do
not feel there is anything unconstitu-
tional about the proposal. I know it is
the identical wording under which the
Armed Services Committee now operates,
and I can see no reason why it should
not be applicable here. It will give us
greater congressional interest in this
program if we have this in here, and I
believe we need to maintain congression-
al interest over a period, if we are going
to make this program a success.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poage] has
expired.

The guestion is on the amendment of -
fered by the gentleman from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment which I send
to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JoNes of Ala-
bama: On page 4, line 9, after the word “im-
provement’, insert a comma and add the
following: “in accordance with regulations
presented by the Secretary of Agriculture.”

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, the additional language to that sec-
tion would insure that the works of
maintenance and improvements on
these projects will be prosecuted in ac-
cordance with the authorization of the
Congress, That is all the amendment
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does. It gives that assurance that the
Secretary shall have that supervisory
control of the project.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. The distinguished gentle-
man from Alabama, whom I regard as
very high authority on legislation relat-
ing to flood control and water conserva-
tion, and whose committee conducted a
very noteworthy hearing a few years ago
on this subject, spoke to me about this
amendment. IYseems to me it strength-
ens the bill, and I hope it will be
adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. JoNES].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee will rise.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. CaNFIELD, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H. R. 6788) to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to cooperate with
States and local agencies in the plan-
ning and carrying out of works of im-
provement for soil conservation, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 454, he reported the same back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any amend-
ment? If not, the Chair will put them
en gros.

The Committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend the remarks I made
earlier this afternoon and include a
magazine article relating to this pro-

gram.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the bill just
passed

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to support this legislation which is
a great step forward in soil conservation.
The pattern it follows is sound. The fact
that local communities must initiate
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such programs and pay part of the costs
makes it sound and economical.

I would like fo point out that sometime
over a year ago, about 50 or 60 outstand-
ing soil conservation leaders met at the
White House with President Eisenhower
and pointed out the great value and need
for such legislation. The President was
so convinced that he endorsed their
proposal.

We Members of the Appropriations
Committee, many of whom had seen the
need for such a program for some time,
and in the belief that this session of the
Congress would authorize legislation ap-
proving this great step forward in soil
conservation, took the initiative by writ-
ing into last year's appropriation bill $5
million to be used in setting up what was
termed “pilot plants,” to encourage
farmers to make an early start in be-
ginning plans and operations designated
by our committee to prevent soil erosion
and to help prevent damage by floods
through proper soil use, the building of
small lakes and ponds, greater use of
cover crops, in an effort to prevent water
run-off at the sources of streams, and
hold back water on the farms, and to
prevent undue flood damages.

The pilot plant tests we provided,
which have met with such unanimous
approval by soil-conservation leaders,
has resulted in this legislation being
passed, today, which spells out the policy
to follow in this great forward step in soil
conservation.

When the farmers initiate a coopera-
tive effort, complying with this legisla-
tion along small or large streams, the
Federal Government will encourage them
by contributing about 50 percent of the
cost of such projects. The purpose of
this legislation is to keep as much of the
water as we can close to where it falls.
‘When water falls from the sky and sinks
into the ground, it is beneficial in raising
the water table. We in southern Illinois
went through the worst drought last
year in our history, with the water level
sinking lower than ever before, which
compelled thousands of farmers to haul
water, when they could find it, and re-
sulted in a tremendous crop loss.

From that experience, one can realize
the great value to our section of the
State had we been able to keep through-
out the months proceeding the drought,
more of the rainfall in the ground, rather
than to let it flood into the streams.

This new program, to keep more of the
water where it falls, I am sure will spread
rapidly in our section of the State when
it is better understood, and which will
spread over the Nation, will help to raise
the water tables; will help to store the
rain and moisture in the ground; will
help to prevent too rapid runoff—wash-
ing the topsoil away into the rivers and
creeks; will encourage the farmers to
use more cover crops, build more ter-
races, more grass watercourses, and
prevent, to a great degree, the washing
away of our precious topsoil, and will
contribute to greater soil conservation
and better farm yields.

If we can keep the water near where
it falls, so that it may be absorbed by
the ground, it will supply our crops with
the necessary moisture and feed our un=
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derground sources of water, We have
failed to do enough of this type of work
in the past.

The water that runs on the surface
of the earth often does great damage.
It causes the washing away of your soil,
fills up reservoirs with silt, fills up creeks
and riverbeds; it increases floods, de-
stroys farmlands and crops.

The Government, through the years
past, has spent billions of dollars to con-
tain or control floodwaters. Nearly all
of such spending has been necessary,
and has afforded great protection to
farmlands, and has prevented the de-
struction of cities and villages along the
navigable streams.

FLOOD PREVENTION

We shall have to continue our flood-
control policies of the past, but, may I
point out this legislation offers the op-
portunity not only to protect the soil
at the source, where the water falls and
along the channels, but to protect it from
erosion and washing away.

It is also designed to hold back a part
of the water by the use of small lakes
and ponds which will help to prevent, in
the future, floodwaters from becoming
so high, and will reduce in the longer
future spending of so many millions of
dollars for levees to contain the great
floods like we have had in the past. This
new program of soil conservation will
store more of the water in the good
earth where it falls.

No flood ever originated in the chan-
nels of the Mississippi or in any other
large river or stream. Floods originate
in pastures and in fields. Floods origi-
nate where the water falls, not in the
streams where the water in running.

I know that it will take time, but I
make the prediction here and now that
this new concept of holding water closer
to where it falls, holding as much as we
can in the earth where it will help to
grow greater crops and prevent soil ero-
sion, will become so popular that, with
the Government cooperating financially
with the soil-conservation districts set
up under this new legislation, within a
reasonable time it will have a great ef-
feet on preventing floods downstream,
and, at the same time, continue its great
benefits through soil conservation by
preventing too rapid runoff of water
along our streams.

Our committee, in cooperating with
President Eisenhower, is proud to have
taken the first step in launching this
very practical program, which will grow
in benefits and greatness to our Nation
in preserving the fertility of our soil for
future generations.

REVISING THE INTERNAL REVENUE
LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. HALLECE, from the Committee
on Rules, reported the following privi-
leged resolution (H. Res. 473, Rept. No.
1346), which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.
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R. 8300) to revise the internal revenue laws
of the United States, and all points of order
against said bill are hereby waived. That
after general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
7 hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-=
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the bill shall be considered as having been
read for amendment. No amendment shall
be in order to said bill except amendments of-
fered by direction of the Committee on Ways
and Means, and sald amendments shall be
in order, any rule of the House to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Amendments of-
fered by direction of the Committee on Ways
and Means may be offered to any section of
the bill at the conclusion of the general
debate, but said amendments shall not be
subject to amendment. At the conclusion
of the consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted, and the previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion, except
one motion to recommit.

ADDITIONAL MESSENGERS FOR
OFFICE OF POSTMASTER

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 474) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of
the contingent fund of the House, until
otherwise provided by law, compensation for
the employment of three additional mes-
sengers, Office of the Postmaster, at the basic
salary rate of $1,940 per annum each.

The resolution was agreed to, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table

PROGRAM FOR WEEK OF MARCH 15

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the
program for next week will be as follows:

Monday we will call the Consent Cal-
endar. That will be followed by general
debate on the bill H. R. 8367, the civil
functions War Department appropria-
tion bill,

Tuesday we will call the Private Cal-
endar and continue consideration of the
appropriation bill, reading it for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. I trust
it can be disposed of by early afternoon
because we are to have a conference of
the Republican Members after the ad-
journment on Tuesday.

I might suggest the possibility, which
can be determined on Monday, of having
the House come in at 11 o’clock on Tues-
day, but, as I say, that will be determined
Monday.

Wednesday we will call up H. R. 8300,
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.
The rule provides for 7 hours of general
debate. With 1 hour on the rule and
7 hours on the bill, it will make 8 hours.
It would be expected that general de-
bate would continue on Wednesday and
Thursday with the expectation of pas-
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sage on Thursday beecause the rule, as is
customary on bills of this sort, is a closed
rule.

Friday is undetermined.

Conference reports, of course, may be
called up at any time.

Any further program will be an-
nounced later.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

INTERIM AUTHORITY TO SPEAKER
AND CLERK OF HOUSE

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing the adjournment of the House until
Monday next, the Clerk be authorized to
receive messages from the Senate and
that the Speaker be authorized to sign
any enrolled bills and joint resolutions
passed by the two Houses and found
truly enrolled.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in or-
der on Calendar Wednesday of next week
may be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

THE USE OF ATOMIC ENERGY FOR
ELECTRIC POWER

The SPEAKER. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Califorrzia [Mr. HosMer] is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the day
is close when commercial electric power
will be generated at powerplants using
nuclear fuels.

Our deliberations on measures directly
or indirectly concerned with the produc-
tion and use of electric power must,
therefore, be prefaced with facts respect-
ing nuclear developments as well as the
more conventional data heretofore taken
into consideration.

My interest in this subject first was
excited when, as a naval officer, I was
among the first Americans to visit Hiro-
shima, after V-J Day. During the year
1948 I was employed by the Atomic En-
ergy Commission at the Los Alamos,
N. Mex., installations. More lately I
have taken naval reserve training duty
which included on-the-spot study of the
Navy's atomic powered submarine,

It is hoped that this speech today may
provide our colleagues background in-
formation on this important topic. I will
speak on the kinds of atomic reactors
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under development, the newly designed
battery for direct atomic power, and will
summarize the results of initial surveys
of atomic energy reactor technology
made by four private groups, at their
own expense, in cooperation with the
Atomic Energy Commission.

At the conclusion of my remarks, un-
der the leave to extend them which has
been graciously granted me, I will ap-
pend a bibliography on the use of atomic
energy for the development of electric
power prepared by the Library of Con-
gress on my request. This, I hope, will
be of value to those who wish to go fur-
ther into the subject with their own re-
search.

It is not probable that all conventional
electric power sources such as steam and
power dams will be outmoded by nuclear
developments, but some of them are sure
to be. Thus these developments should,
but more properly, must, be considered
before Congress approves any new Fed-
eral power projects. We must avoid
spending any millions, or billions, on
projects of a conventional nature which
would be made obsolete by nuclear ad-
vances.

KINDS OF ATOMIC REACTORS

The head of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission’s Argonne National Laboratory
near Chicago, Ill., Mr. Walter Zinn, has
stated that drawings for reactors offer
endless possibilities. The major varia-
bles are the structural materials, fuels,
moderators, and coolants used. For pur=-
poses of easy understanding, Mr. Law-
rence Hafstad of the Atomic Energy
Commission has divided reactors into
three main types.

First there are the burner-uppers.
Then there are the stretcher-outers.
The third type are the breeders.

1. THE BURNER-UFPERS

The Atomic Energy Commission buys
ores at $3.50 per pound of contained
uranium, The costs of refining this are
not publie knowledge. Dr. Zinn assumes
that the refined material costs 10 times
as much.

However, of this natural uranium 99.3
percent is U-238. This is a nonfission-
able material. Accordingly, only seven-
tenths percent is the fissionable isotope
U-235. The burner-upper works on pure
U-235. This must be prepared by the
vastly ramified, costly gaseous-type fis-
sion processes that are employed at Oak
Ridge.

Fission consists of the splitting of an
atom nucleus, as, for example, when an
atom is bombarded with neutrons. Enor-
mous quantities of energy are released
when heavy elements, like uranium or
plutonium are thus split.

EXACT COSTS UNENOWN

The cost of this is likewise secret.
However, several years ago, Dr. Hafstad
said that $20 per gram of U-235 was al-
most certainly low. He has not altered
this figure since. ’

Assuming this as a cost figure, the 0.14
pounds of useful U-235 in the original
bar of metal costs $1,270. Assuming
that the burner-upper will be able to use
only 50 percent of its U-235 due to tech-
nical difficulties, the original 20 pounds
of natural uranium will supply as much
useful heat as 91 tons of good steaming
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coal. Therefore, the fuel costs of gener=
ating electricity will be around 7 mills
per kilowatt-hour.

If we contrast this with the 3.5 mills—
the average cost of coal at usual thermal
generating stations—it is apparent that
the burner-upper cannot compete with
present conventional costs of producing
electricity.

It is suggested that if such burner-
upper reactors are ever to be competitive
in generating electric power, they will
have to be fueled on plutonium, and not
on U-235.

2. THE STRETCHER-OUTER

We thus see that U-235 is fissionable,
while U-238 is not. But, the latter is
fertile. By that is meant that it can be
converted into material that is fission-
able.

When a reactor is loadec with natural
uranium which contains both types, or
isotopes, the U-235 will fission, and the
bombardment of neutrons will convert
some of the U-238 to plutonium.

Any reactor that is fueled with natu-
ral uranium produces both heat and
plutonium. A small experimental re-
actor at Argonne easily converts 80 per-
cent of its U-238 into plutonium.

USING MORE URANIUM

At such an 80-percent rate of conver-
sion, the stretcher-outer could derive 5
times as much heat-usable fissionable
fuel from an initial 20 pounds of natural
uranium. Thus, instead of using 0.7
percent of the natural uranium, as the
burner-upper would, theoretically it
could use 3.5 percent.

The coal-cost equivalent of the 20
pounds of uranium would now be $260.
Therefore, the fuel costs per kilowatt
hour of uranium would be only 1.3 mills,

However, these are only direct costs.
They do not include the expenses of
maintaining the reactor, and reproces-
sing the fuel.

The enormous advantages of a fuel
that is practically weightless, compared
with coal, are evident. However, much
of the economics is still obscure. Under
Dr. Zinn’s calculations, a 150,000 kilo-
watt plant that was powered by a
stretcher-outer could be charged with
61 tons of natural uranium, burn up 20
tons a year, and need no recharge for
3 years.

3. THE BREEDER

When the breeder stage is reached, the
advantages and the disadvantages com-
pound rapidly. Thus, theoretically, it is
possible not only to reach but to exceed
a 1-for-1 conversion of U-238 into PU-
239. Such breeding makes it possible to
consume not just 0.7 percent of the nat-
ural uranium as in the burner-upper, or
3.5 percent as in the stretcher-outer, but
all of it.

Thus the equivalent of 20 pounds of
uranium now becomes 26,000 tons of coal.
As a result, the cost per kilowat{ hour
goes down to the microscopic direct
charge of 0.013 per kilowatt hour for
fuel. However, there has been very little
practical experience gained in breeding.

FUEL REPROCESSING DIFFICULTIES

Atomic energy scientists recognize the
vastly difficult, expensive fuel reproces-
sing as a major problem for breeder re-
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actors.
obscure.
BATTERY

It is here that costs are largely

FOR DIRECT ATOMIC
ATOMIC BATTERY
The Radio Corporation of America
has announced that from a tiny bat-
tery—the experimental one being smal-
ler than a fingertip—radioactive atoms
can be transformed directly into usable
electricity.

Brig. Gen. Dayvid Sarnoff, chairman of
the board of RCA, announced this dis-
covery recently. Extremely costly reac-
tors and plants are essential in order to
break up fissionable material, thereby
generafing heat and steam, which in
turn may be used to produce electricity.
This is a byproduct, indirect, highly
costly method of producing electricity.
Moreover, only a fraction of 1 percent of
the costly uranium is directly useful.
The remainder is waste.

PRODUCING ELECTRICITY SIMPLY

The problem always has been to pro-
duce electricity directly, simply, cheaply
by using all, or most of the costly raw
material. Now one possible answer to
this problem has been found.

According to preliminary information,
the new RCA atomic battery meets sev-
eral of these basic objections to the pre-
viously costly methods of producing
electricity from fissionable materials.
Here, briefly, is how General Sarnoff
states the RCA battery will work.

Its power comes from an almost in-
visible amount of radio-active strontium-
90. This is part of the waste product
that is formed when uranium-235 atoms
are split,

POWER—RCA

STRONTIUM

Strontium-90 radiates electrons. Each
such electron develops 200,000 more elee-
trons. The strontium itself shoots off
several billion electrons each second.

In the RCA experiments, the tiny
atomic battery produces one-millionth
of a watt of electricity. This is enough
electrical current to make a whining
sound in a telephone earpiece. It is
claimed that this battery is good for 20
years, as that is the time it takes stron-
tium to lose half of its power.

THE TRANSISTOR

One of the essential components of
this RCA atomie battery is the transistor
tube. It is the tiny substitute for the
larger and more complicated vacuum
tube. By using the transistor, the elec-
trons flow out of the battery as elec-
tricity.

OPERATION OF BATTERY

The battery functions when strontium
is brought close to silicon, and conversely,
stops when strontium is pulled away.
The battery has a lead shield as stron-
tium-90 is mixed with other atoms that
shoot off X-rays. Pure strontium, we
are told, needs little, or possibly mno
shielding. The strontium in the RCA
battery costs $25.

FUTURE POSSIBILITIES

It is widely held by authorities in the
field that this is one important and de-
sirable direction for the future develop-
ment of electricity from materials pos-
sessing atomic energy, namely, a small
portable, inexpensive device that can be
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used in the home or on the farm. Un-
doubtedly large central station plants to
distribute electricity will also be needed
far into the foreseeable future.

With such an atomic battery the time
may not be too far distant when stand-
ard mechanical products will have such
atomic power devices easily available for
attachment, as part of their regular
equipment.

EMPLOYING PRIVATE INDUSTRY FOR INDUSTRIAL
PURPOSES

The Atomic Energy Commission has
been using certain segments of private
industry in order to develop the best
practical means of converting atomic en-
ergy into useful electric power. In doing
so the AEC entered into contracts with
certain industries, seeking the best ways
they could aid in developing to a maxi-
mum degree nuclear fission, or atomic
energy, for use in society generally.

PRIVATE GROUPS COOPERATING WITH AEC

Since 1951 the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has contracted with four sepa-
rate groups to aid the Federal Govern-
ment in such experiments. In each
group there were two private firms.
They were asked to make initial surveys
of atomic energy reactor technology at
their own expense,

The four groups cooperating with the
Atomic Energy Commission are:

Dow Chemical Co. and Detroit Edi-
son Co.

Monsanto Chemical Co. and Union
Electric Co.

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and Bechtel
Corp.

Commonwealth Edison Co. and Public
Service Co. of Northern Illinois.

WHAT THESE GROUPS AGREED TO DO

The foregoing groups agreed to do the
following things for the Atomic Energy
Commission :

First. They were to determine the en-
gineering feasibility of their designing,
constructing, and operating dual-pur-
pose reactors in order to produce fis-
sionable material and power.

Second. They were to examine the
economic and technical aspects of build-
ing such reactors in the next few years.

Third. They were to determine what
kind of research and development was
needed.

Fourth. Finally, it was their task to
recommend what role private industry
could assume in designing, building, and
operating such reactors.

In order that these groups could func-
tion properly, and to the best advantage,
the Atomic Energy Commission made
available to them essential data that it
possessed. There was a problem in mak-
ing necessary information available to
industry that was formerly classified,
Therefore, the findings of the above
study egroups were carefully examined.
Declassified versions were prepared so as
to make such information available to
industrial firms and engineers that were
interested. As a result, such informa-
tion is now available in a pamphlet
published by the Superintendent of Doc-
uments, United States Government
Printing Office, Washington, D. C., en-
titled “Nuclear Power Reactor Tech=
nology."”
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LIMITATIONS IMPOSED

It is thus apparent that the informa-
tion which these study groups sub-
mitted, and the information which
would be available to industry generally,
would be limited in nature for obvious
security reasons. This is especially true
of detailed information on reactor de-
sign. Likewise, the groups themselves
had limitations. Take, for example,
their instructions to consider dual-pur-
pose reactors. These groups indicated
that such proposals are not necessarily
those that would have resulted if the
studies had been directed to power-only
reactors, and with plutonium that would
be used only as a fuel.

There was another limitation placed
upon their research, and that was that
the designs suggested should be those
that could be reasonably built in the
next few years.

CONCLUSIONS ON DUAL-PURPOSE REACTORS

Thus, while there is a difference with
respect to the designs of reactors, all
groups came to the conclusion that
dual-purpose reactors are feasible from
a technical standpoint. They likewise
concluded that they could be operated
in such a manner so that the plutonium
credit would reduce the cost of power.

At the same time, these groups also
agreed that it was not possible to build
reactors in the very near future that
would be economically feasible solely on
the basis of power generation.

SUMMARY OF FOUR MAIN STUDIES

Before going into the details of the
various studies that were made by the
foregoing private industrial research
groups into the possibility of developing
atomic energy for electric power, let us
summarize briefly their main conclu-
sions,

GROUP NO. 1

This group consisted of the Dow Chem-
ical Co. and the Detroit Edison Co. They
experimented with sodium-cooled fast-
breeder reactors. In their studies they
found that such reactors afford a low
fuel cost and a high coolant temperature
that made for efficient power production.

They went into the question of sim-
plified solid fuel elements. While they
approved the design that is now under
construction, they indicated the desir-
ability of more mobile fuels. These could
include fuels which would be easier for
handling as well as for reprocessing.
They used solid, slurry, and liquid fuels.
They varied from 7,500 to 138,000 kilo-
watts of electrical output at 30 percent
thermal efliciency.

GROUP NO. 2

The second private industry group
consisted of the Monsanto Chemical Co.
and the Union Electric Co. They studied
sodium-cooled reactors that were gra-
phite-moderated. Two similar designs
were examined.

One reactor had 1,000 megawatts—or
million watts—heat output. It used a
sodium temperature range of 650° to 300°
Fahrenheit. It generated 3 million
pounds per hour of 150 p. s. i. a.—pounds
per square inch absolute, including air—
saturated steam. It produced 208,000
kilowatts.

They then pursued their research on
another type of reactor which had 3,000
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megawatts. Two power cycles were con-
sidered. The first one used a full tem-
perature range of sodium from 900° to
300° Fahrenheit. This one is capable of
generating 8.8 million pounds per hour
of 400 p. s. i. a.-T46° Fahrenheit steam.
This experiment afforded a net produc-
tion of 834,000 kilowatts.

In another experiment rejecting heat
of sodium below 500° Fahrenheit, it was
found that there was an evaporation of
4.8 million pounds an hour, This pro-
duced 554,000 kilowatts.

GROUP NO. 3

The third group consisted of the
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the Bechtel
Corp. They experimented with a water=-
cooled thermal reactor and a sodium-
cooled fast reactor. Both had 500 mega-
watts of heat output.

In the water-cooled reactor, heavy wa-
ter was used as a moderator., This de-
veloped 100,600 kilowatts. They used
175 p. s. i. a.-378 Fahrenheit steam.

The group also experimented with a
sodium-cooled reactor that was much
smaller physically. This experiment
disclosed a generation of 1,600,000
pounds per hour of 500 p. s. i. a.-750
Fahrenheit steam. It yielded 145,300
kilowatts of electricity.

GROUP NO. 4

The fourth industrial group consisted
of the Commonwealth Edison Co. and
the Public Service Co. of Northern Illi-
nois. They experimented with a helium-
cooled reactor that was moderated by
graphite, It had a 350 megawatt heat
output, This generated steam at 265
p. s. i. a. at 525° Fahrenheit. Forty-six
thousand seven hundred kilowatts of
electricity were produced.

They also experimented with a heavy-
water-cooled, heavy-water-moderated
reactor that had a 1,064 megawatt heat
output. The turbines in this experiment
operate on 180 p. s. i. a. saturated steam.
Two hundred and eleven thousand five
hundred kilowatts of electricity were
produced.

BEUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF THE FOUR GROUPS

Let us now consider in more detail
what each of the four principal groups
found.

1. DOW CHEMICAL-DETROIT EDISON SUMMARY

This group used a liquid metal-cooled-
fast-neutron breeder reactor and em-
ployed fuel elements of solid uranium,
This was the design utilized by the Dow
Chemical-Detroit Edison team. Their
findings disclosed that this type of de-
sign offers high coolant temperatures for
steam generation. They are of the opin-
ion that future reactors can use a liquid-
metal fuel with continuous reprocessing.

The Dow Chemical-Detroit Edison
studies sought to obtain as many desir-
able characteristics as possible. They
used materials, processes, and designs
that are in existence now, in a partly
developed form. As a result, they con-
centrated on a liquid-metal-cooled
fast-neutron breeder reactor.

They found that this type of operation
gives a high coolant temperature essen-
tial for efficient power recovery. Fuel
elements will be uranium alloy in a solid
form. They planned to use uranium in
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the breeder blanket as a fertile material
for making plutonium.
ECONOMICAL POWER REACTORS

In the thinking of this group, in order
to have economical power reactors, the
foll'?wing seven specifications should be
met:

First. A low-cost fuel should be used.
That is to say, it must be a breeder re-
actor, within itself, that converts tho-
rium or depleted uranium into fission-
able material. As used by this group,
the term “breeder reactor” means one
that produces more fuel than it burns.

Second. The second conclusion of this
group was that the reactor should be of
the fast-neutron type in order to pro-
duce an excess of fissionable material
above its own needs.

Third. This group also concluded that
the reactor should operate at high tem-
perature. They indicated that a core
temperature of 950° to 1,100° Fahren-
heit may be possible,

Fourth. The next conclusion of this
group was that the design should permit
integration with a variation of improved
extraction processes now under study.

Fifth. They also found that the unit
should require a segregated area speci-
fied for public safety. They referred to
this as an “exclusion area.” They
claimed that such an arrangement could
be minimized by continuous removal and
segregation of fission produects.

Sixth. This group found that the re-
actor should use uncanned fuel, prefer-
ably mobile or fluid.

Seventh. Finally, they concluded that
the reactor should be inherently self-
regulating.

2. MONSANTO CHEMICAL-UNION ELECTRIC

SEUMMARY

This group favors a sodium-cooled,
graphite-moderated, slow-neutron reac-
tor that uses matural uranium. While
they vary in detail, for each of the lay-
outs of the two reactors, their findings
compare the power cycles that use heat
output in different ways.

This group was concerned primarily
with the production of plutonium and
power reactors that could be built with-
in the next few years. Their job was to
study the feasibility of a reactor that
could meet these specific requirements,
They found that the production of plu-
tonium for military purposes could be
achieved in 5 years. Thereafter, this
plant could be run for power alone.

THE HANFORD REACTORS

Let us first consider their findings
concerning the Hanford reactor. In the
interest of speed they used the Hanford
reactors as a starting point of experience
as regards design and construetion.
They looked into the question of water
as a coolant. Because the Hanford re-
actor would not permit temperature that
was high enough for the economical pro-
duction of power, sodium was chosen.

The reason was that at low pressure
sodium can remove more heat than pres-
surized water. Likewise, sodium does not
corrode stainless steel up to 900° Fahren-
heit, or higher. Finally, as plutonium
production is nearly equal to heat out-
put, the use of a sodium coolant per-
mits more plutonium from a given size
reactor.
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Accordingly, a sodium-cooled and
graphite-moderated design was selected.
Metallic uranium was chosen because it
minimizes the enrichment required.
Likewise, this material is comparatively
well known.

In order to leave a margin of safety, a
maximum uranium temperature of 1,100°
Fahrenheit was chosen,

While two potential designs were de-
termined, both of them had the same
general arrangement. Their differences
lie in the coolant systems and the tech-
niques of loading and unloading.

FUEL CHANNELS

This group found that fuel channels
can be loaded and unloaded while run-
ning at a full load. After a few days of
cooling, irradiated fuel assemblies are
removed from the reactor. They were
transferred to lead shipping coffins
which have 12-inch walls. The handling
of all fuel equipment is by remote
control.

Their work disclosed that the most
economical plutonium-power reactor
uses enriched fuel. This cost of enrich-
ing is more than offset by the resulting
production of more plutonium. Thus,
there is a lower unit cost.

COOLANT CIRCUITS

In order to prevent contact, and the
resulting violent reaction between so-
dium and water, a shell and tube heat
exchanger would have to have double
concentric tubes with a mercury-filled
barrier space in between.

In the interest of safety, and the
avoidance of hazards of sodium leaks, as
well as the radioactivity of sodium in the
recirculating system, the entire sodium
circuit should be completely leaktight.

ELECTRIC POWER COSTS

This group estimated the costs of elec-
tricity from the foregoing processes. A
comparison was made with a modern
steam plant in their two studies. In the
first case, using atomic energy, with a
net output of 210,000 kilowatts, the cost
would be $124 per kilowatt.

In the second case of power develop-
ment from atomic energy, the net output
would be 554,000 kilowatts, and the cost
would be $110 per kilowatt.

These 2 atomic energy power costs
of $124 and $110 compared with a mod-
ern steam-plant cost of $169 per kilowatt.

Broken down into the cost in mills per
kilowatt-hour, the cost of power pro-
duced from atomic energy totaled 4.13
and 3.73 mills per kilowatt-hour com-
pared to 3.97 mills per kilowatt-hour,
their views on the cost of a modern steam
plant.

3. PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC-BECHTER SUMMARY

This third group made three specific
recommendations:

First. The design should be a liquid-
metal-cooled fast-breeder reactor. Solid
fuel should be used and it should be
undertaken immediately.

Second. The construction should start
when the layout is completed, unless ad-
vances in the arts have made the design
obsolete.

Third. There should be developed a
liquid-fuel breeder reactor.
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This third group found that atomic
powerplants are economically justified
where they can operate at a high-capac-
ity factor. Such an operation could be
integrated into the large Pacific Gas &
Electric system where one-third of the
demand is the base load.

SAFETY FACTOR

This group found that public hazard
must be considered in the event of a
failure of the reactor. Thus, if a re-
actor should melt because of a failure of
cooling, or a runaway, it would release
radioactive and poisonous gases. These
should not be explosive in force. The
group concluded that the gases would be
expected to be retained prineipally in the
shielded area, and thereafter in an es-
sentially airtight building.

At the present time, restrictions as to
site are based upon the assumption that
all radioactive material discharges as a
cloud into the atmosphere. Ten years of
experience would appear to show that
reactors could be operated safely.

SEIZE OF REACTOR

This group found that a 500-mega-
watt—millionwatt—reactor capacity is a
compromise between a smaller develop-
ment unit and a large and more econom-
ical size. The group found that the heat
from such a reactor would produce sig-
nificant amounts of plutonium as well as
100 to 150 megawatts of electrical en-
ergy. Two reactors were chosen for
study.

ELECTRIC-POWER COSTS OF SODIUM-COOLED

REACTORS

This group also compared the cost of
preducing atomic electric power com-
pared with the conventional steam pow-
erplant. In their first atomic project,
the total investment would be $51 mil-
lion. In the second atomic project it
would be the same, whereas the third
one would involve an investment of $29,-
800,000. This compares with an invest-
ment of $14 million in a conventional
steam powerplant.

With the foregoing investment, the
cost of electric energy would be 12%
mills per kilowatt-hour, 3.6 mills, and
5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour in the 3
atomic-energy plants. This compares
with a cost of 6 mills in the conventional
steam powerplant.

4. COMMONWEALTH EDISON-PUBLIC SERVICE

SUMMARY

This group concluded that heavy-wa-
ter-moderated and cooled reactor offers
the best economic possibilities. How-
ever, they recognized that the gas-cooled
reactor has already made a substantial
beginning in atomic power, because it
causes minimum interference with the
production of reactors that are now
under construction or are being contem-
plated.

In the Commonwealth-Edison public
service study group, two reactors were
considered. The first one was cooled by
gas, and moderated by graphite. The
second reactor was moderated and cooled
by heavy water.

The reason the gas-cooled unit was
chosen was due to the fact that more in-
formation was available in regard to
engineering, construction, and operating
experience. They concluded that there
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would be less work needed on design

data. Also, less time, expense, and re-

search would be needed for development.
WORK OF ARGONNE NATIONAL LABORATORIES

The choice of the heavy-water reactor
was due principally to the fact that it
was conceived by the Argonne National
Laboratories. It was this group that was
helpful in solving some of the electrical,
mechanical, as well as structural design
problems. Also, it helped in preparing
cost estimates.

GAS-COOLED REACTOR

This group considered a gas-cooled
reactor that has a heat output of 350
megawatts. The design called for two
right-circular graphite cylinders. They
had adjoining end faces that were par-
allel to each other on the same center
line. These cylinders contain natural-
uranium slugs that were arranged in a
lattice.

The cooling gas—helium—enters a
small gap between the two cylinders, and
divides its flow outward through the two
reactor sections. A steel shell that is
pressurized encases this assembly.

This group considered helium as a
coolant. There was a reactor shell which
had openings in a 44-foot sphere that
permitted the feeding of uranium slugs
into the graphite core.

There was a concrete radiation shield
that had the shape of a modified quonset
hut that completely enclosed the reactor
sphere.

Two channels at a time could be
charged by a six-cylinder charging ma-
gihine that operated in a sequence opera-

on.

The more important reactor instru-
ments measured power level, reactor
period, temperature, and pressure of
helium.

HELIUM FIGURES

The helium leaves the reactor sphere
at 650° Fahrenheit to enter the boilers.
It leaves the boilers at 384° Fahrenheit
as it enters gas blowers to be returned
to the reactor. The multiple takeoffs
and the need for a reasonable duct sizes
required 12 separate circuits for the
helium.

BOILERS

Boilers are straight-through types, in
which economizer, evaporating, and sub-
heating sections are combined into one
continuous pass. There are 12 boilers,
even though 10 of them can develop full
reactor power.

ELOWERS

The axial-flow-type helium blowers
must run at a constant flow. Load var-
iations are made by varying the helium
temperature out of the boilers.

PLANT CONTROL

Automatic-control load adjustments
hold the reactor helium temperature to
750° Fahrenheit. The group found that
in order to achieve high-plutonium pro-
duction the reactor should be held at a
full power rating even while electric
generation is reduced.

ESTIMATED COSTS OF GAS-COOLED REACTOR

The costs that follow are based on
conditions in the Midwest. They do not
include the costs of fuel fabrication and
processing. Assuming a net output of
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45,000 kilowatts, the installed cost av-
erages $889 per kilowatt.
This group estimated the total cost of
a gas-cooled reactor to be $40 million.
ESTIMATED COSTS OF HEAVY-WATER REACTOR

‘When this group considered the heavy-
water reactor, they estimated the total
cost of installing a plant would be $118
million.

This $118 million fizure represents a
cost of $492 per kilowatt.

If this reactor was designed for light-
water cooling and moderation, it would
require enriched fuel, the initial invest-
ment could be reduced by about $47 mil-
lion. The cost per kilowatt would then
drop from the above $492 to $297. These
cost figures assume that fabricated fuel
elements are furnished by others. The
cost of initial fuel charge was not in-
cluded.

CONCLUSIONS OF GROUP 4

Considering the present status of re-
actor technology, this group concluded
that the heavy-water-reactor concept
had the best economic possibilities. The
uncertainties they encountered were the
availability and cost of heavy water, and
the practicability and cost of chemical
plants to process the fuel elements.

This group also concluded that the
gas-cooled reactor could provide a sub-
stantial beginning in atomic power with
a minimum of interference with produc-
tion reactions that are either under con-
struction at present or are contemplated.
They found that fuel elements should be
less costly than some of those used in
production reactors and that they can
be processed in existing plants. They
concluded that both the gas-cooled re-
actor and the heavy-water reactor are
feasible from an engineering and operat-
ing point of view.
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THE UNITED STATES MERCHANT
MARINE

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. FriepeL] is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, twice in
a single generation, in World War I and
again in World War II we have been pro-
vided with a stern warning that a strong
merchant marine is an indispensable
arm of our national defense and secu-
rity. Each time in critical haste and at
tremendous cost, while the success of
our military effort was gravely imperiled,
we were forced to undertake a vast pro-
gram of emergency ship construction.

Unfortunately, we do not seem to have
Jearned these lessons of the recent past
very well. Once more our merchant
marine is slipping backward in number
and quality, while our American ship-
yards are threatened with economic
strangulation for lack of continuous
orders to keep them going. Not even
one order for an oceangoing ship in
excess of 1,000 gross tons was placed in
a United States shipyard in 1953. Their
slim backlog of work in progress is fast
running out.

We are confronted with a serious situa-
tion in Baltimore. I hold here in my
hand an article which appeared in the
Baltimore Sun on Friday, March 5, stat-
ing that the Bethlehem-Sparrows Point
Shipyard, which was among the largest
shipbuilders in World War II, will be
completely shut down October 1, because
there are no new orders in sight. All
the contracts presently on hand will be
completed within the next 6 months.
This means that 3,500 persons will lose
their jobs, plus an economic loss to the
Baltimore area of $70 million annually.

The business situation at the Mary-
land Drydock Co., another shipbuilding
and repairs concern, also located in Bal-
timore, has reached a critical point. In
1952 the company employed 4,000 per-
sons. This figure declined to 2,500 in
1953 and at the present time there are
only 1,031 persons on the payroll, a loss
of 75 percent. Maryland Drydock has no
backlog of business and is dependent on
securing work on a day-to-day basis.
Ninety percent of the work on hand will
be completed in approximately 30 days,
and there is no further work in prospect.

If some relief for the shipbuilding in-
dustry in Baltimore is not forthcoming
in the immediate future, the port of
Baltimore, the lifeline of our city, will
be seriously affected. Skilled labor is al-
ready going into other areas and into
other fields. Should need for emergency
ship construction arise once more, it
would be difficult, if not impossible, to
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secure skilled labor and know-how to
build our ships. It would be shortsighted
indeed, to permit disintegration of these
shipbuilding organizations which have
proved to be so vital in time of national
crisis.

The Chiefs of Staff and all of us agree
that we must have a strong Air Force,
Navy, and Army. But we also need a
strong merchant marine for our national
defense.

Our existing inactive reserve of cargo
vessels, while deceptively large in num-
ber, consists almost entirely of slow Lib-
erty ships which were obsolete when they
were built as emergency vessels in World
War II. We have no tankers in reserve
and we are seriously deficient in fast
passenger ships which could serve as
troop carriers if an emergency should
strike again.

In addition to its importance for secu-
rity, a strong and modern merchant
marine, under private ownership and
operation, with necessary Government
aid, is also required for dependable serv-
ice to our foreign commerce.

These conditions and needs are ac-
knowledged by those who understand our
merchant-marine problem. What we
must do is to translate our established
merchant-marine policy objective into a
more effective and sustained program of
action which will give us at all times an
adequate merchant marine for our com-
merce and a strong nucleus as an arm cf
national defense.

I have received many complaints on
the lack of contracts let in United States
shipyards, while American contracts
have been given to the shipyards of for-
eign countries.

I particularly invite the attention of
the Members of the House to the pre-
liminary report of the Senate subcom-
mittee entitled “Merchant Marine
Studies,” dated February 1, 1954, and to
the statement of Mr. L. R. Sanford, presi-
dent of the Shipbuilders Council of
America, as contained in the hearings
before that Senate subcommittee last
summer. The latter is an extraordinar-
ily clear and comprehensive exposition
of the merchant marine and shipyard
problem. I know you will find this state-
ment very informative.

In summary form, I will set down cer-
tain aspects of the current situation in
shipbuilding and ship repair:

First. The shipyards are concerned
that they have no substantial amount of
construction work in sight beyond late
1954.

Second. Complaints continue to be
made that too much repair work goes to
Government yards instead of private
yards.

In this connection President Eisen-
hower issued a statement to the effect
that cities and States in critical areas
should receive preference in the letting
of Federal contracts.

Third. A sustained stabilized ship con-
struction program is still an unattained
objective of our established merchant-
marine policy.

Fourth. It is contended that in too
many instances contracts for ship con-
struction and repair have been given to
foreign shipyards, sometimes in connec=
tion with foreign-aid programs.
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- Fifth. The 1955 Federal budget con-
tains no recommendation for ship con-
struction by the Maritime Administra-
tion. I have been informed that the Sec-
retary of Commerce, upon the comple-
tion of pending studies, will submit a
separate request for ship construction
funds. I hope that these recommenda-
tions will be speeded up before the ship-
yards in Baltimore and other areas are
forced to close down completely and their
skilled organizations are broken up and
dispersed.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROONEY. I wish to commend
the very able and distinguished gentle-
man from Maryland upon the very com-
pelling and forceful statement he has
made on a subject which is of vital in-
terest to the people of the city of Balti-
more. I may say that the same situa-
tion applies with regard to the people
of Brooklyn.

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the gentle-
man very much. I understand the situ-
ation is bad all over.

Mr. O’'HARA of Illinois.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I wish to
commend the gentleman for his contri-
bution, his large contribution, in refer-
ence to the merchant marine. I have
been very much impressed. The gentle-
man has alerted me, and I am sure he
has alerted all the other Members of
the House. 'We must follow the counsel
and the leadership of the gentleman
from Maryland in doing something to
save our merchant marine in order that
ills may not come to our beloved country.

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the gentle-
man very much for his kind remarks.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman from
Maryland, a very able and distinguished
colleague, is always in the forefront on
everything important to our country.
While the matter does touch particu-
larly his own district, I know it touches
many districts in the County of Kings,
State of New York, as well as other parts
of our entire country. I trust that the
Congress will pay heed to this warning
that the gentleman is bringing to our
attention very foreibly.

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the gentle-
man for his comment.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle=
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
am most highly gratified that the gentle-
man from Maryland has addressed the
House relative to a serious situation in
his home city of Baltimore, both as it
affects the industry of shipbuilding and,
of course, as it affects the workers and
the workers’ families. It is not surpris-
ing that he has done this so ably and ef-
fectively, because ever since to
Congress he has shown great resource-
fulness and great intelligence and dili-

Mr. Speaker,
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gence in keeping well up with the prob-
lems before the House both as it affects
his home district and also the nation at
large. While in my own city of Pitts-
burgh there is no shipbuilding as such,
just within a few miles of my home dis-
trict there is quite a large shipbuilding
industry on the Ohio River, but they gen-
erally build ships of much smaller class.
The gentleman has often discussed with
me these matters, because many of the
problems in my area in the city of Pitts-
burgh are similar to the problems in his
area in Baltimore, and he certainly has
shown an awareness of what should be
done to relieve some situations that are
not very happy, particularly at the pres-
ent time. I again commend the
gentleman.

Mr. FRIEDEL.
tleman.

Mr. McCORMACK.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRIEDEL. I am very happy to
yield to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. Frieper]l has ad-
dressed the House on one of the most
important subjects that the Members of
the House could be addressed on. Dur-
ing the gentleman’s remarks he very
eloquently and effectively drove home
the fact that our merchant marine is an
indispensable arm of our national secu-
rity. That fact cannot be driven home
too often. The gentleman, in addressing
the House today, has made a very con-
structive contribution. The gentleman

I thank the gen-
Mr. Speaker, will

also said: “Once more our merchant
marine is slipping backward.” That is
true.

The gentleman from Maryland has
referred to the situation in Baltimore,
part of which city he represents with
such distinction and credit. While he
speaks of the Baltimore situation, the
gentleman also has in mind the national
situation and the vital importance of our
merchant marine as a part of our na-
tional security and our national defense.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Maryland [(Mr. FrIEDEL] in making
the address he has made today. It is
consistent with the high type of service
that the gentleman has always rendered
since he has been a Member of this body.
I know of no Member that more faith-
fully and sincerely represents the people
of his district than does my friend from
Maryland who has just addressed the
House. Elected as he is as a Democrat
by the people of his district, he repre-
sents all the people of his district, wheth-
er Democrats, Republicans, or inde-
pendents. ¢

As former Democratic leader of the
House, as I have been for 10 out of the
past 13 years and now as Democratic
whip, I am glad to join with my other
colleagues in complimenting my friend
from Maryland in the splendid and con-
structive speech he had made and in
giving testimony to the people of his dis-
triet that he is one of the finest and ablest
and most courageous Members of this
body.

Mr. FRIEDEL. I thank the genfle-
man for his kind remarks. I am deeply
touched and greatly honored by the kind
sentiments expressed by the eminent
gentlemen who have been more generous

<
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than just, in their praise of my record
in Congress. I am only human. Their
remarks will remain with me as a cher-
ished memory to the end of my days.
For their confidence, I am grateful.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. ScHERER, for
March 15, 16, and 17, 1954, on account
of hearings of the Committee on Un-
American Activities in Chicago, Ill.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the RECORD, or to re-
vise and extend remarks was granted to:

Mr. BURDICK.

Mr. ArLserT and to include additional
matter in remarks to be made in Com-
mittee of the Whole on H. R. 6788.

Mr. PRICE.

Mr. PHiLLIPs and to include in the re-
marks he made in the Committee of the
Whole a statement from the Department
of State.

Mr. BENDER in four instances.

Mr. McCormack and include a memo-
randum.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S5.2231. An act to amend the Trading With
the Enemy Act relating to debt claims; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.5509. An act to amend the Army-
Navy Medical Services Corps Act of 1947 re-
lating to the percent of colonels in the Medi-
cal Service Corps, Regular Army.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 48 minutes p. m.), un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, March 15, 1954,
at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1348. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting proposed
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal
year 1955, involving an increase of $29,575
for the legislative branch, in the form of
amendments to the budget for said fiscal
year (H. Doc. No. 350); to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.
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1349, A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
transmitting a draft of legislation entitled
“A bill to permit employees of the Canal
Zone Government and the Panama Canal
Company to appeal decisions under the Fed-
eral Employees’ Compensation Act to the
Employees’ Compensation Appeals Board";
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

1350. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Immigration and Naturallization Serv-
ice, Department of Justice, transmitting
coples of orders entered in cases of certain
aliens who have been found admissible into
the United States, pursuant to section 212
(a) (I) (ii) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1351. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled “A bill to make the pro=-
visions of the act of August 28, 1837, relat-
ing to the conservation of water resources in
the arid and semiarid areas of the United
States, applicable to the entire United States,
and to increase and revise the limitation on
aid available under the provisions of the said
act, and for other purposes”; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

1352. A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting a report on rec-
ords proposed for disposal and lists or sched-
ules covering records proposed for disposal
by certain Government agencies; to the
Committee on House Administration.

1353. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization
Service, Department of Justice, transmitting
copies of orders entered in cases where the
authority contained in section 212 (d) (3)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act was
exercised in behalf of such aliens, pursuant
to section 212 (d) (6) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

13564. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Jan-
uary 28, 1954, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and illustrations,
on Zumbro River at Rochester, Minn. This
interim report is submitted in response to a
resolution of the Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, adopted on March
5, 1952, requesting a review of reports on the
Zumbro River and its tributaries, Minnesota;
to the Committee on Public Works.

1355. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Jan-
uary 28, 1954, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers, on a review of
reports on Port Chester Harbor, N. Y., re-
gquested by a resolution of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representa-
tives, adopted on November 30, 1945; to the
Committee on Public Works.

e —

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar as follows:

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin: Committee on
Appropriations. H. R. 8367. A bill making
appropriations for civil functions adminis-
tered by the Department of the Army for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1345). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 473. Resolution
for consideration of H. R. 8300, a bill to
revise the internal-revenue laws of the United
States; without amendment (Rept. No. 1346).
Referred to the House Calendar.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABBITT:

H. R. 8350. A bill to authorize the issuance
of licenses for the withdrawal of water from
the John H. Kerr Reservoir for Irrigation
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. ANGELL:

H. R. 8351. A bill to provide supplementary
benefits for reciplents of public assistance
under Soclal Security Act programs through
the issuance to such recipients of certificates
to be used in the acquisition of surplus agri-
cultural food products; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H. R.8352. A bill to increase the amount of
articles acquired abroad by residents of the
United States which may be brought into
the country without payment of duty; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota:

H. R.8353. A bill to provide that the clas-
sification, rates of postage, zones, weight and
size limitations, and other conditions of mail-
ability of fourth-class mail shall be deter-
mined solely by the Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs. KEE:

H.R.8354. A bill to offset declining em-
ployment by providing for Federal assist-
ance to States and local governments in proj-
ects of construction, alteration, expansion, or
repair of public facilities and improvements;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H. R.8355. A bill to provide for the suspen-
sion by the President under certain circum-
stances of certain provislons of law embody-
ing the Buy American principle; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.8356. A bill to improve the public
health by encouraging more extensive use
of the voluntary prepayment method in the
provision of personal health services; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. BARDEN:

H.R.8357. A bill to amend the Standard
Container Act of May 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 685;
156 U. 8. C. 257-25T1), to provide for a three-
eighths basket for fruits and vegetables; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

H.R.8358. A bill to amend section 801 of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota:

H.R.8359. A bill to provide mandatory
price support through March 31, 1956, for

milk and butterfat used in manufacturing
dairy products, to maintain the productive
capacity of our dairy farming industry, to
promote the orderly marketing of an ade-
quate national supply of milk and dairy
products, to encourage increased domestio
consumption of dairy products in the inter-
est of the national health and security, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

H. R. 8360. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as
amended, to provide annuities for certain
widows and widowers of retired employees
and certailn widows of employees; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin:

H.R.8361. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code to provide a special acceler-
ated amortization deduction for certain
facilities constructed to aid in the abate-
ment and control of air and water pollu-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R. 8362. A bill to create a Federal Un-
employment Relief Administration to re-
lieve unemployment by providing work on
local public improvement and maintenance
projects; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York:

H.R.8363. A bill to make affiliation with
the Communist Party of the United States
unlawful; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota:

H.R.8364. A bill to amend the act en-
titled “An act to save daylight and to pro-
vide standard time for the United States,”
approved March 19, 1918, as amended (15
U. 8. C. 261-265); to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PHILLIFS:

H. R.8365. A bill to confirm the authority
of the Secretary of the Interlor to lssue
patents in fee to allotments of lands of the
Mission Indians in the State of California
prior to the expiration of the trust period
specified in the act of January 12, 1891, as
amended; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. :

By Mr. WITHROW:

H.R.8366. A bill to provide supplemen-
tary benefits for recipients of public assist-
ance under Boclal Security Act programs
through the issuance to such recipients of
certificates to be used in the acquisition of
surplus agricultural food products; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin:

H.R.8367. A bill making appropriations
for civil functions administered by the De-
partment of the Army for the fiscal year
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ending June 30, 1955, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations,
By Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN:

H.R.8368. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 so
as to remove domestic trade barriers affect-
ing milk and milk products; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FINO:

H. Con. Res. 211. Concurrent resolution re-
questing the President to set aside and pro-
claim June 16 as National Blood Donors Day;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. PFOST:

H. Con, Res. 212. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that legisla-
tion affecting Indians should be prepared in
consultation with the Indians so affected;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. PATTERSON:

H. Res. 472. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to provide
that certain measures relating to the pro-
tection of the House of Representatives shall
he referred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BENDER.:

H.R.8369. A bill for the relief of certain
nationals of Italy; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CARRIGG:

H.R.8370. A bill for the relief of Paula

Gandt; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JONAS of Illinois:

H.R.8371. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Diana P. Kittrell; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.8372. A bill to recognize the high
public service rendered by soldiers who vol-
unteered and served in trench-fever experi-
ments in the American Expeditionary Forces;
to the Committee on Armed Services.-

By Mr. O'KONSKI:

H.R.8373. A bill for the relief of Julian
Nowakowskl, or Willlam Nowak (Novak);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R.8374. A bill for the relief of Herman

Wobbe; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. RIEHLMAN:

H.R.8375. A bill for the relief of Ilse
Radler Hughes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.8376. A bill for the relief of Hanka

and Kenneth Kerman; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Trade, Not Aid, Is Challenge to American
Business

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER

OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 11, 1954

Mr., BENDER. Mr, Speaker, Uncle
Sam produces and consumes some 50
percent of the world’s goods. Neverthe-
less, in the field of foreign trade, we have
been content to leave the laurels to

others, Perhaps this has been a wise
policy in times gone by, but today, trade
has implications beyond the market
place. In fact, we are constantly con-
cerned by the increased exchange of
goods between Western nations and
countries in the Communist zone.
Russia has recently swapped substan-
tial amounts of gold for money provided
by Britain, France, and our other West-
ern European allies. Trade agreements
with Italy and Argentina have been exe-
cuted by Malenkov in addition to his
contacts with England and France. The
Russians have come up with an offer to
buy more than a billion dollars worth

of ships, electrical machines, and ma-
chine-making tools from the British.
All of which is mighty tempting to our
friends and equally disturbing to us.

It is a matter of statistics that Uncle
Sam'’s private companies did an overseas
business of only $17 billion in 1953
against $19 billion in 1951. We have
plenty of industries that could use some
new markets right now, and this is the
time to move ahead if Uncle Sam is to
remember that a good washing machine
may be just as important as a stirring
address by a Member of Congress in
molding foreign public opinion—and
maybe more.
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